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ABSTRACT 

This study proposes to investigate what factors govern 
variation in word order in Russian. 

Various authors hold conflicting theories in explaining 
the deviations in Russian from the regular Subject - Verb - 
Ob ject (SVO) word order in transitive sentences. The 
principal theories put forth are that: 1) word order’ in 
Russian can be categorized as relatively unrestrained (for 
example, Borras & Christian 1959): 2) there is no freedom of 
HOP MEORGEr MSA eRUSSTant=-art toeccond i Wioned “by 1 ts-funct ions 
JmMeCeScOuUrsSeeiis i roRtininalMiSGoeis. andr rsjrethat vein *written 
Russian word order is more fixed than in oral Russian 
(Kovtunova 1973). 

In view of these theories, the specific aim of this 
study was to explore the following four hypotheses in order 
to ascertain precisely what causes permutations in normal 
SVO transitive sentences, where there is no cause for 


emphatic or contrastive stress: 


The Given-New Hypothesis: given information will precede 
new information. 

. 2emeine standard Worde@rder Hy pothesise athe inormail /tword 
order for Russian transitive sentences is Subject - Verb 


= Objec barsVvoy 


iCe) 


The Relative Stress Contour Hypothesis: low stress noun 
phrases (such as pronouns) will focus on_ the noun 


phrases carrying new information by being in 
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post-position. 

4, The Movement of New Information Hypothesis: any element 
carrying new information is moved from its usual 
position in 4 SVO structure where GIVEN information is 


also present. 


An experiment was devised to test these theories using 
native Russian speakers as subjects. Data were collected on 


the participants’ word order choice, with both object = and 


subject nouns and pronouns, carrying given and new 
information, in written form. The difference between the 
choice of positioning under’ these various conditions was 
then measured and compared against the predictions of the 
different theories. 

The experiment results strongly support the SWO 
hypothesis over all of the other ones proposed, with the GN 
Hypothesis operating in subordination to the SWQ = strategy. 
There is also evidence in support of the RS Hypothesis, 
al though the original strategy proposed requires 
modification. Finally. the MN Hypothesis received 
recognition on a secondary level from the aberrant subjects. 
However, the invariable choice for ordering of sentence 
types was "Canonical" word order, i.e., SVO, in six out of 


seven contextual conditions. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


A. Preliminaries 

One of the recurring problematic questions in_ the 
grammatical study of the Russian sentence is that of the 
Flexibility of word order. Of the studies done on word order 
in’ Russian, scholars usuaily take one of three positions: 
1) that word order is generally free (Borras & Christian 
1959); 2) that there is no freedom in word order, but its 
conditionality is different from languages with rigid word 
Ordena anaen 1 iste func tionee inj rthe> isentenceyins eanot) only 
grammatical but discourse-determined (Sirotinina 1965); or 
Cie ithiait i 1 teen seereiatively miineess i niweorad tydiseournses. but 
relatively fixed in written materials (Kovtunova 1973). 

A variety of data indicate that the basic or 
"canonical" word order in Russian transitive sentences is 
Subject + Verb + Object (hereafter referred to as SVO), and 
akEhoughaa taiis Not (thesaimeonmeihivs sShudyamtonmuphoincse gt pas 


statement, the most convincing evidence is the following: 


1. Statistical: Two separate sets of statistics show that 
approximately 80% of Russian transitive sentences have a 
SVO ordering (79% - Bivon (1971), 80% - Svedstedt 
(1976)). 


2. Grammatical: Where there are no inflectional cues’ for 
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ordering is adopted, as in the sentence: Mat’ Ijubit 


doé’ (Bivon 1971). 


SePeoleylasShic On Communicative: Stylistically ele 
pragmatically unmarked sentences preserve SVO order. 
That ise where no context iS provided, as_ in 
discourse-initiating clauses, the order will be the 
above (Thompson (OF 729 5am Similarly, "nonsense" 
sentences such as: Glokaja Kuzdra steko budlanula bokra 
i kudrjaéit bokrenka (Kovtunova 1967:97, quoting S%erba| 
adopt the same SVO order. Violations of this order, = on 

the other hand, tend to be judged by native speakers as 
highly expressive, or appropriate only in special 


eentexts (Bivonedo7 eos 


Therefore, there seems to be reasonably strong 
justification for the assumption that Russian transitive 
Structures sare initiated ime’ -a  CanoniTcalmesv0 sordening, 
despite the claims of certain authors (e.g., Babby 1978) 
that such structures would be unordered in the "base" of, 
for example, a Transformational - Generative Grammar of 
Russian. Regardless of what position is taken on this issue, 
EU Se ethe wm permutations» «Om “LhemsvVO “orderingmin kussi1an 


transitive sentences that this study seeks to examine. 
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In order to analyse the modifications of the SVO 
ordering in Russian transitive sentences, four hypotheses 
were selected as put forth by the authors studied in Chapter 


Two. The hypotheses are as follows: 


1. Given - New (GN): 

The Given - New Hypothesis, characteristic of Speech and 

Written Material, is elucidated by the claim that: 
The universal character of this theory lies in 
the separation of the two types of information. 
Given information is taken to be that 
information which the speaker assumes he shares 
with the addressee, while New information is 
that which the speaker assumes the hearer is not 
aware OT Given information 1S normal ly 
separated from the New in a esystematic way. 
Typically, Given information precedes New.. 

(Prideaux 1982:5) 

The justification for this hypothesis is advanced by u. 

Firbas (1974:35), a Functional Sentence Perspective 

scholar, who states: 
Being a very primitive (though efficient) means, 
sentence linearity cannot = under the 
enrecumstancesen- ebutetref lect ©therynormaly iand 
natural order of phenomena as occurring in the 
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the actor necessarily exists before Tie Om ly 
after™ te has ‘started}e®can’ the action’ reach or 
atfect its goal or produce some altogether new 
object... The communication develops along the 
same line. 

We will interpret ewes hypothesis 
specifically in terms of the order of noun 
phrases in Russian transitive sentences, 
disregarding the verb. 

Standard Word Order (SWO): 

In this theory, found in speech and written discourse 
that is influenced by speech, a strategy is adopted 
whereby the normal SVQ word order will be preserved 
whenever possible, and new information will be 
highlighted by additional stress (non-contrastive 
stress, however, not to be confused with the contrastive 
or emphatic stress found in declarative, contradictory 
statements). 

Relative Stress Contour (RS): 

This hypothesis, relevant to both oral and written 
materials, states: Inherent ly low stress items 
(pronouns) give focus to the noun phrase carrying New 
information by being positioned after that element. 
Movement of New Information (MN): 

Any element which contains New information will move 
from its normal position in a SVO structure with respect 


to the presence of GIVEN information. 
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To test these hypotheses stimulus sentences were 
presented to subjects in pre-selected contexts to gauge 
their preferences in word order. The experiment involved 
setting up two subsets of sentence types: in the first 
subset nouns were used and in the second subset pronouns 
were used, to determine statistically the validity of the 
proposed hypotheses. 

The following is a sample of the detailed table that 
appears in Chapter’ Two, “indicating the ‘predictions of 
preferred word order by the four theories, based on _ two 
input sentences with distinct distributions of given and new 


information in the noun phrase arguments of the verb. 


PREDICTIONS: 

HYPOTHESES GN “SwO RS NN 

GONTEAS 

TYPES 

S = NEW (N) OSV OVS SVO VSO stv. VSOS0SV 

GeemG VEN era VOSSOVS 

S = GIVEN (Pr) SVO SOV  $vo aSV VOS SOV OSV 

O = NEW (N) VOSHOVS 

Note. V is always NEW. (N) = Noun, (Pr) = Pronoun 

LAB EE Mie Sample Prediction of Word Order in SVO Russian 
Sentences 


As is indicated above and over the total set of context 


types, each theory make very different predictions, thereby 
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satisfying the need to Keep the hypotheses as independent 


from one another as possible. 


C. Overview 

In view of the proposed hypotheses and their 
experimental testing the following layout will be adopted in 
this thesis: Chapter Two will constitute a review of the 
literature dealing with Word Order in Russian. The review 
includes both descriptive and experimental studies, and a 
Predictions Table outlining the expected results from the 
four hypotheses. The designs and procedures of the 
experiments in association with the various’ word order 
hypotheses are discussed in Chapter Three. In Chapter Four 
the results are analysed and displayed on graphs, indicating 
the major trends in the responses. The fifth chapter 
discusses the ;resuilts in comparison to _ the predictions 
outlined in Chapter Two, and contains the summary of _ the 


DENHenpal  tandindsmotrmetors Study. 
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Il. REVIEW OF STUDIES OF WORD ORDER IN RUSSIAN 


A. Introduction 

A number of noted grammarians have addressed the 
problem of defining word order in Russian. Their studies are 
reviewed in this chapter; each of the theories is defined 
and examined. The major principles that are dealt with are 
that of Functional] Sentence Perspective, i.e., the 
communicative role of the words; the optional placement of 
the direct object in the sentence; and the role that extra 
stress plays in sentence constituent ordering. 

Inc luded is an examination of some of the 
Transformational studies of word order in Russian and some 
of the few existing experimental studies and their relevance 
to the various theories. 

The motivation for the hypotheses to be tested later 
and the predictions of word order in Russian transitive 
sentences will be drawn’ from this representative body of 


current thinking on the problem. 


B. Descriptive Literature 
Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP) 

Many of the scholarly works researched in this’ study 
uphold or are inclined to the theory of FSP. Since it would 
be overly repetitive to list each work separately, this 
study attempts to combine the scholarly works by defining 


the principles of FSP, and where necessary how it applies 
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specifically to Russian word order. The authors of the works 


referred to include: Firbas, Dane’, Vetorek, Tolstoy, Kuno, 


Halliday, Adamec and others, for general theoretical 
discussions, and Kovtunova, Sirotininas Kry lova and 
Khavronina, for more detailed applications to Russian 
syntax. 


FSP is concerned with the organization of the sentence 
as a message: with “how the grammatical and semantic 
Stcnuchuness Tunctionpminesthe Bvery actwiof scomnlinication; 
(Halliday 1974:44). 


Among the theoretically-oriented authors cited, there 


are three aspects of FSP under discussion: 1) GIVEN 
information - NEW information; 2) theme (T) - rheme (R); 
3) various degrees of communicative dynamism (CD) (Dane 
1974:106). 


(hemhirsteeans tanebionrawas initially “defined” iby \- 
Mathesius (1939) as the "starting point of the utterance as 
Piaeewhach  TSeKnOWn). Aaa naethne ROIMeEnEFSIuan i onumands from 
which the speaker proceeds" (DaneS 1974:106). In simplified 
terms GIVEN information is information that is already Known 
and NEW information is what the speaker states about the 
GIVEN. In discussing the second distinction, Mathesius 
defines the theme as something that is being spoken about in 
the sentence and the rheme as what the speaker says about 
themeathemesanue ~“kinbasesadvancede the Pidea sofeCD: by tnas 
concept he means "the extent to which the sentence element 


contributes to the development of the communication" (Danes: 
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107); simultaneously the theme is the sentence element that 
carries the lowest degree of CD within the sentence. In 
other words, CD assigns to the different sentence elements 
various degrees of thematicity or rhematicity (Dane$:107). 
It is not the aim of this study to examine FSP deeply, 
nor to elaborate which might be drawn between GIVEN-NEW and 
THEME-RHEME. The simplified hypothesis generated by this 
concept and applicable to this study is that GIVEN precedes 
NEW and/or THEME precedes RHEME. We will not distinguish 
betwen these two facets of FSP, especially since the various 
authors themselves frequently use the terms interchangeably, 


as will be seen below. 


Traditional Grammar Within FSP 

Gee iViinceler e197 ieeraises individual theoretical] 
questions that he considers necessary when studying word 
order in Russian. He acknowledges that it is usually alleged 
thar word) orders inm@ekRussiwan 9 ts sumconsthained;miand that 
theoretically any permutation in word ordering is possible. 
However, upon closer examination of possible permutations, 
Vinceler states that word order is constrained by several 
governing factors. He sees the "role of context in syntax as 
one of eminence" and ties in theme and rheme with it as does 
Kafkova (1979:247). Both maintain that content enables theme 


and rheme to materialize. His views coincide with those of 
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Kovtunova’s who will be discussed below. Joseph Lake adheres 
to the major theories presented in that theme precedes rheme 
and that stress falls on the focus of the sentence - _ the 
focus being rheme (1975:167). Since his article represents 
the mainstream of studies surveyed, it will only serve as a 
potential reference here. 

Dee homttinovomiis 95 7em 959; ko Siw S7dveinS 76m 19759 
has written extensively on the problem of categorizing word 
order in Russian. In one of her major studies (1969) she 
states that word order is in part dependent upon the logical 
POocust Vor eithe Bsentence, fy es "4 | sawcommuniica tive role. 
Kovtunova attempts to specify under what conditions word 
order is free and under what conditions if is fixed. She 
investigates the theory of Functional Sentence Perspect ive 
in stating her assessments. That is, sentences are divided 
into two parts: the theme (GIVEN) and the rheme (NEW). GIVEN 
information normally stands in initial position, especially 
in written discourse, while NEW information is positioned at 
the end of a sentence. Her basic conclusions encompass word 
order both in oral and in written speech. She surmises that 
the theme and rheme in oral speech are indicated mainly 
Enroughs Intonation (96m 1438 )}ewhi ches she contends;= accounts 
for the remarkably free word order in oral speech when it is 
compared to the relatively fixed word order of written 
speech (1969:60). In effect, Kovtunova states that word 
order in Russian is conditioned by the theme and rheme, 


which are signalled by word order in written material and/or 
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intonation in speech, thereby concluding that more often 
than not, word order in Russian is governed by contextual 
conditioning factors. 

When all of her studies listed in the bibliography are 
examined, a common theory emerges throughout: when studying 
word order in Russian it is essential to realize that word 
order functions simultaneously on two levels in the 
structure of a sentence: 1) on the level of its syntactical 
function (Subject/Predicate) and 2) on the level of its 
Functional Sentence Perspective (theme/rheme). Kovtunova 
justifies this assessment by the following example (Sentence 


Type - Subject (S$) + Predicate (P)}): 


1. if the theme = S and rheme =P (e.g., Syn uexal) then FSP 


ame Symi taGtical FuUnNCtIONS Ccorrespond,. but 


2. if theme = P and rheme = S (e.g., Uexal syn) then FSP 
and syntactical functions are opposed to one another 
(9967241 1256 iwemithe neutral SP orders is) violated ‘on 


the syntactical level. 


Conversely if we tried in 2) to maintain the canonical word 
order the theme-rheme order would be violated on the FSP 
level. In the instances where the order PS violates. the 
normae syntactic.) function worders then wordvorders tulta lls 


only one function - expressing theme and rheme (1973:55). 
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In the analysis of the present study, Kovtunova’s 
claims will be audited to determine their degree of validity 
under the headings of both the Given-New Hypothesis, which 
basically is equated with her FSP model, as well as the 
Standard Word Order Hypothesis, to which she apparently 
adheres in her recognition of a canonical sentence 
StruGlure. 

A second notable author examining the role of word 
order in Russian is 0. Sirotinina (1965). She emphatically 
states that word order in Russian cannot be categorized as 
free (1965:167). Her investigations indicate that word order 
alia sks a grammatical and communicative function 
simultaneously and that the communicative form is expressed 
in oral speech through intonation and in written speech 
through word order (7). 

A section of her study is devoted to the positioning of 
the direct object in a sentence. Since this is rarely, if at 
all, discussed by most scholars, it is essentia] that it be 
elaborated upon because of its pertinence to the current 
investigation. 

Sirotinina claims that the grammatical norm of word 
order in a predicate (P) (comprised of a transitive verb and 
aedtreet op jects (DO) see 1s "Pees 0G, it eather comnunica tive 
function of the DO contains NEW information (36). Preposing 
of the DO (DO + P) in written speech is very rare; it is 
only placed before a NEW verb when it carries GIVEN 


information to more clearly mark the difference between 
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GIVEN and NEW information (40). In oral speech the DO, if it 
carries GIVEN information, becomes enclitic and is more 
readily positioned before the P, since in oral speech the 
communicative structure of a sentence is expressed through 
intonation, not word order. By the same token, the placing 
of a DO containing NEW information is less rigid in oral 
speech than in written and can therefore, also be positioned 
before the verb (46). This preposing of the DO becomes much 


more frequent when the DO is a pronoun. 


ECAH He JONOAHEHHe He ABNAETCA HOBbM, B HOHTASHTHOH 
MOCTNOSHUHH OHO CNHBAaBTCA B YCTHOH peyH c rnaronom, 
MECTOHMEHHOR QONONHEHHE CTAHOBHTCA MPOCTO SHHAUMTHHOH. 
B cuny sToro 3HaYHMbIe DONONHEHHA OOKINHO PaCcnONarawTcA 
MpenosutHBHO (gHCTaHTHO) (47). 


This portion of Sirotinina’s assertions we will later 
analyze under the Relative Stress Contour Hypothesis, even 
though she states that the DO (nominal or pronominal) stands 
in front of a NEW verb. 

She continues by claiming that the ordering of SP is 
also not free in written speech; it is dependent on the 
communicative structure of a sentence. When S is GIVEN (one 
statistical survey finds that in 83% of approximately 6,000 
sentences the subject is GIVEN), (Svedstedt 1976), S will 
precede P (95). Post-positional S occurs only when S = NEW 
and also where’ sentences are unstructured communicatively 
lise ap-ubotheS sand 2 .anesboth NEWCorneGIVEN) (9%). Allain sahil 


Sirotinina declares that initial S governs 93% of the time 
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(102). In oral speech the SP ordering is less rigid as the 
communicative structure is considerably weakened; instead, 
extra stress on a new S indicates its communicative role, 
rather than does word order (100). 

In conclusion, the essence of the argument is that the 
communicative structure of a sentence in written speech is 
expressed only through word order and in oral speech firstly 
ER POUCMEeatMcOnd U1Onmd  anIneanss = (lol Pome Thus, placement of 
sentence constituents depends on their communicative, 
grammatical and stylistical roles, accounting for no freedom 
of word order in Russian. In the final analysis, she, like 
Kovtunova, recognizes the relevance of the GN Hypothesis, to 
some extent the canonical word order (SWO) Hypothesis, and 
furthermore adds the notion that pronouns are particularly 
sensitive to the GN Hypothesis in speech - a modification 
labelled the RS (Relative Stress) Hypothesis. 

VaLGitid Ss= DUO Cd GION mipdhdanlets me UnaWwiOnbeolrOuUIniInd<s 
only on a much smaller scale. She too argues that word order 
in Russian is not considered free, but that grammatical and 
FSP functions operate together or in direct opposition to 
one another to give element ordering (134). To avoid 
Pepetition, Valgina 1s *crted as a reference. 

The co-authors Krylova and Khavronina (1976) write that 
there are various conditions limiting arbitrary word order 
in a Russian sentence,. since upon examining three sentences 
that are identical except for varying word order, one can 


see that by changing the word order one is changing the 
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meaning of the utterance. 

The authors indicate that one condition that governs 
the “seeming” freedom of arranging words in a sentence is 
the style of speech. For example, in poetry one can _ find 
adjectives placed after the nouns they qualify or separated 
from them by other words. In another style of speech, such 
as the scientific, this word order would be incorrect 
stylistically; 

However, the ‘basis of their claims is nested in the 
concept of FSP which as before, is defined as the division 
of a sentence into theme and rheme. As a result, word order 
depends on the speaker’s/writer’s aim in conveying new = and 
familiar information. 

For example: BuxTtop 6bin y MeHA B rocTAXx (17). 

Here the speaker’s aim is to impart information about 
Victor’s activities; therefore Victor is common information 
(theme) and his activities are new information (rheme) (17). 
Rather than asserting that Russian follows a canonical SVO 
ordering, Krylova and Khavronina divide sentence’ types 
(i.e., declarative, interrogative) into five principal 
variants. The categorization of the variants is determined 
by what is the theme and what is the rheme in each sentence 
type. In emotive speech intonation and word order will 
interact and app ly simultaneously, accounting for 
rearrangements in the direct theme-rheme ordering to, Say, 


rheme-theme-rheme, as in the sentence: 
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In other words, the rheme is moved from its usual place and 
given additional prominence by intonation (135). 
An example of the authors’ categorization is: 
Variant IV (88): 
OS P= COMO LOK inh «Sank 
WorndsO0rdeheaGet Sar P 

In summary, all of Krytova and Khavronina’s assertions 
are governed by the theory of FSP. No recourse is made _ to 
SWO or RS for pronouns as in the previous author’s work. 

A. Bel’ skij (1956) is. of- the opinion that» whatever 
thoughts are not communicated via grammatical means in an 
utterance are done with the aid of intonation. He adds the 
definition of definite to given and indefinite to new and 
claims that a given-definite subject is expressed through 
intonation in Russian: 


Manb4HK mpHuen - S= GIVEN 
Manb4HH npHuen - S= NEW ( 190} 


In this way, when canonical word order occurs, 
intonation indicates that S = given + definite. Otherwise, S 


= given + definite is expressed with a change in word order. 


B pyCCHOM ASbIKE HHTOHAL|MOHHOe BbIPAHeHHe CMbICNOBOTO 
nNpeguHata YaCTO CONPOBOHAaeTCA HHBEPCHPOBaHHbIM 
noprAgKom cnos (195). 


This coincides with two of the hypotheses’ in the present 


study, GN and SWO, and will be referenced accordingly. 
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Transformational Grammar 

There is very little available literature on 
transformational grammar in relation to word order’ in 
Russian. This survey deals with three different authors and 
their, assertions, 7thel firstlof whom ase0..\Dahide 

Dahl. (1969,'4974) attempts to unites the theory» of 
Functional Sentence Perspective with the theory of 
Vranstormational® Gramnapetl im Giniseestudiess*of wopic and 
Comment. He assumes "a working hypothesis that the base 
component of a transformational grammar is identical in all 
languages" (1969:5). From this point Dahl further develops 
his claims by stating that it is necessary for one to assume 
thate? the’ @itopic-comment diGjestructure 4s%to»besaccounted 
for in the semantic representation of a sentence and is not 
merely a surface phenomenon" (1974:75) and that TC structure 
can be viewed as “the reflection of some fundamental aspects 
of the semantic representation of the sentence" (1974:75). 
One of the examples he gives is the sentence “Korol’ -bogac." 
Slhesekingsn starrich many defineswan andividial) seithestinag: , 
aAnGmmassi QUSmmetO mnimeethe Poropert yar tommbe. ann Chama. 
(1974:76). 

Dahl criticizes the theoretical bases of Functional 
Sentence Perspective (FSP) saying that the idea that a 
speaker "first chooses the lexico-syntactic structure and 
‘face: . dates cheumbeul) laaterbevastienp. fee ine  isieikopiote, GS, fell re 
unfounded” (1969:41);. Hes bases’ his scritiicisms’ of) the: FSP 
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elements as either belonging to the theme or the rheme are 
insufficient - that the definition of what is "given" holds 
good only for a few cases (9). He cites the example: 
“Somebody came in," and raises the question is "somebody" 
given, or not? Unfortunately, Dahl does not seem to offer a 
substantiated alternative definition. However, Dahl admits 
that the theory he outlines is schematic and incomplete yet 
still claims that it directly generates Russian word order 
(18). The main pertinent points of Dahl's theory are that: 
The ultimate constituents of base structure are 
in principle those of predicate logic. Thus, the 
meaning of a sentence can be analysed into a number 
of atomic formulas, connected with each other, on 
the one hand, by logical constants, on the other, by 
a system of indices that determines which formulas 
have the same referent. The normal form of a 
sentence 1s an’= implication. the ©*topic-comment 
structure of a sentence is determined by the 
dvSstrabuuron =’ of G8ihe erunctivonalse® tommthe @ienttand 
PiIgnte ASidemvVot = The implication Stone Sur face 
grammatical relations are partly a reflection of 
topic-comment structure, partly of the index system 
Goalie. 
ier Babbyer wi cumen Ss) they second sauthor Gthis estudy 
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by case morphology , and that word order does not reflect 
grammatical relations. In other words, although a change in 
word order in Russian expresses the theme/rheme structure, 
it does not express a change in the grammatical relations. 
Case defines grammatical relations, not configuration/fixed 
word order (40). Thus, Babby’s conclusions are in direct 
opposition to most of the other scholarly works surveyed. 
Lastly, ud.» Gundel (1975) discusses briefly the 
topic-comment structure of a sentence, although she equates 
it@mtometheaphenomenon {of ESPe 91174). She ‘says sthat Win 
“Russian, topic-comment structure is reflected primarily in 
word order and in sentence stress," and that primary 
sentence stress always falls on the comment (174). Also 
stated is the claim that Russian sentences "with distinct 
topic-comment structures ... are also used appropriately in 
dit ferent) contexts, (1/5) which is congruent with’ =most of 
the scholars surveyed. Gundel therefore differs quite 
dramatically from the preceding more traditional 
transformational grammarians in that she recognizes the 
influence of context on Russian word order, while the former 
are constrained by the requirement that sentences be 


generated in isolation from context. 


C. Experimental Studies 
As with the studies in transformational grammar, there 
is a scarcity of experimental data available pertaining to 


word order in Russian. Of the three to be surveyed, only two 
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were done on an in-depth scale and even they differ in focus 
and material. As a result the statistics are not entirely 
conclusive or ail-encompassing. 

The first experimental study to be examined is that of 
R. Bivon's (1971), who bases his investigation solely on 
written discourse. He categorizes the factors that underlie 


the ordering of elements under three broad headings: 


contextual; grammatical; stylistic CF dhs He defines 
contextual] as the pragmatic information language 
communicates, 7i.e., the communicative or the GIVEN-NEW 


information. Bivon differs from Sirotinina, Kovtunova et al. 
in that he further sub-divides NEW into NON-ESSENTIAL (NEN) 
and ESSENTIAL (EN). He states that the accepted order of GN, 
from evidence studied is: 
NEW 
GIVEN - NON-ESSENTIAL NEW - ESSENTIAL NEW (8) 

Thus, here Bivon is in agreement with one of the 
hypotheses proposed in this study (GN), and is in accord 
with the majority of the scholars’ works surveyed. 

He further notes that the order G - EN - NEN occurs 
when an utterance has a high degree of emphasis, found most 
frequently in spoken language, and that when no GIVEN 
information is present the order EN-NEN occurs (9). 

Bivon defines the grammatical factor as follows: 

Ines Russian the function of an elementiins ceterminead 
by inflexion rather than the position of the 


elements relative to each other. This leaves Russian 
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greater scope for element order to express the 
contextual distinctions discussed previously (11). 
In other words, Bivon seems to be saying that grammatical 
inflection of syntactic function creates freer word order, 
which, in turn, can be exploited for pragmatic purposes. 
Menthind=category 1S%stylistic: and Bivonmassepts that 
there are relatively rare occasions when different word 
orders are possible without changing grammatical and/or 
contextual meaning. It is only in this limited way that one 
Gagesay sthat word Order imekussianiis) “frees qd). 
In order to understand Bivon’s analysis it is necessary 


to define the terminology used in his study as follows: 


a. Subject: realised by a nominal group (S) 
b. Predicator: usually realised by a verbal group (P) 
c. (Extensive) Complement: corresponds to the category 


GiediPecton lec tem.cun, 


His Invesvidalion: CONS1IS(S sof as Series sof sscontex Cua 
analyses of sentence types most frequently found in written 
Russian (48) drawn from a selection of the University of 
Essex Russian Language Project’s Texts, and supplemented by 
texts from Soviet literature and newspapers (30). 

Themero lowing 1Secan lable lncdicalingetnes peCcentageceor 
Various sentence types containing Subject, Predicate ana 


Complement out of the total unspecified corpus of sentences 
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investigated (the frequency of each word order occurrence is 
ae percentage orethe total occurrences of Se @Prand Ce in any 


order} (42): 


Soe ae i6 (79%) 
She ee ge ( 1%) 
ee eek ae Cee! 
Pema ea eS ( 2%) 
Cea np ( 4%) 
Cine eee ae) 
LOTAL: 98% 


*(Words interrupting one another comprise the other 2%. } 
Bivon then gives a contextual analysis for each of the 


orders cited above (48), which is represented in Table 2. 
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Gas5 P G NEN G 
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emphatic NEN NEN EN 
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eae G N N 
(1%) G NEN NEN 

G EN NEN 
emphatic G NEN EN 
Boe NEN NEN NEN 
(elo) 
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G - Given; NEN - Non-essential new; EN - Essential new; N - 
New (no essential or non-essential new distinguishable). 


TABLE? 2: Bivon’s (1971) Contextual Analysis of Various 
Russian Word Orders 
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We will have occasion to return to this table later in 
the discussion of the results of our own experimental work. 

Of the experimental studies done on word order in 
Russian, Dag Svedstedt’s (1976) is serene one of the more 
comprehensive. However, his study is confined to examining 
the position of objective personal pronouns in Subject (S) - 
finite verb ({P) - objective personal pronoun (0) type 
clauses. He initiates his study with the hypothesis that the 
direct object is more frequently placed in front of the 
predicate when it is a pronoun than when it is a noun. The 
study concentrates on two common permutations of word order: 
se® andeisOPe Svedstedt) notesithatn iftanSmas! eachosen Yas tthe 
theme of the clause, then word order is to be regarded as 
unmarked stylistically and communicatively. 

The study examined 6,600 clauses of S$ + P + O type and 
in 80% of these clauses S constituted the theme (20). Of 
importance to note is that both written and spoken text 
types were used in this study. 

The word class of the subject was divided into a noun, 


apensond apronoun mor he thera’ pronounsr Mandite lassitied Gas 


follows (42): 
a. § seldom marked intonational ly 
b. S marking optional 
c. S marking always takes place 
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1. Explicitly given S (theme) 
2. New S (rheme) 
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3. Implicitly given S (could be ES or NS) 
4, Contrastive S - marked intonationally - theme or rheme 
Sex tecative so y- intonattonal marking ~ contrast. 


In all, four variables must be listed in the ordering of 


material in order to achieve maximum coverage (54): 


the character of S (noun, pronoun) 

type of clause (simple, compound) 

Cc. mode of expression (monologue, dialogue, spoken, 
written) 
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The results are listed below in conjunction with the four 
variables: 


a) Character of §S 


Ses Sar 
S = Noun 63% 37% 
S = Personal Pronoun 46% BAK 
S = Other Pronoun 25% {evs 


These figures indicate the considerable effect that the 
character of S has on the relative distribution of the two 
permutations (169). In other words SPO predominates when $ 


is a noun and SOP predominates when S is a pronoun. 


Db) Type On Clause (Monopred icat ive (MP), 


Polypredicative (PP) and S, P, 0 + some other part = AQ) 


. . _ ”~ 
» celva84 a 1) oy) 6a! ! an-(elan eel astre wo? te at 


iG J=30 Wyn) @% ave)! ®.@d we90 “Af fal: 6. 
: 4 


no "9 loewwe-.e@ - 
j ’ Soegy 'e 6zve'> te say? aM 
igolcibh  -sucpr Gum i lwiths fe ete ca) 
nals? Tw 7 
44 3 lniptcamil S40 egeue VE 
j TI on | FP 
”q aE 
. ti 
y Ps - a a 
= yin i> 'onez*ay 
a : 
+ e i = 
c iro ~ertiD 
es 
: - 7 
pins? se “CI Pas “Upee 2 . Goats - 
( ’ ; 


So 3¢. a paenatiy 


26 


SPO SOP 

MP 39% 61% 

rae ING) 78% 22% 
svedstedt claims that the large difference in 


distribution according to clause type is governed mainly by 


prosodic tactorss (6). 


Cc) Mode of Expression (M = Monologue, D = Dialogue) 


SPC SOP 
M 70% 30% 
D 28% 72h 


If one surmises that SPQ is largely selected in 
monologue because monologue belongs to written speech and 
that SOP is selected because dialogue belongs to the spoken 
character of speech (as appears to be the case’ from 
Svedstedtusedatals.s iwthenanthise iseiane indacationrathat “in 
Svedstedaseaterms arestydasticm Bfactorse play ase importantea 
role in determining choice of permutation as do _ prosodic 


Ones iid 2 


d) Prosody of S ((S) = seldom marked, (S) =. possibile 
marking, S = nearly always marked) 


Ske SOP 
(S) 83% 17% 
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Vos) 33% 61% 
SS 15% 85% 

The percentages indicate that the prosodic realization 
of S in terms of emphatic or contrastive stress is of great 
importance for the choice of permutation (169). 

The conclusions are self-evident when each variable is 
looked at individually. Obviously all four variables are 
significant in permutation choice - some more than others. 
Choice of word order within the confines of Svedstedt’s 
study is determined by other’ factors in addition to the 
prosodic/communicative structure of a sentence, one other 
factor being stylistics, for example (184). 

In summary, he finds that the speaker and the writer 
choose their permutations due to different communicative and 
stylistical considerations. 

The analysis of the present study will be compared to 
some of Svedstedt’s percentages, since the experiment in 
this proposal can draw certain parallels with the statistics 
reviewed above. We will, however, supplement his findings by 
considering both nouns and pronouns’ in both subject and 
object positions, and will examine a greater variety of word 
order permutations. | 

Unlike Svedstedt, we do not include all pronoun’ types 
in our experiment, i.e., personal, demonstrative, etc., nor 
donwesedealeewithm Explicitly formalin lici thy Roivenieone1or 
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modes of expression. Finally, this thesis deals with simple 
SVO structures (which Svedstedt calls Monopredicative) only, 
whereas Svedstedt includes compound or Polypredicative 
clauses in his investigation. 

I. Thompson (1977) states that word order in Russian is 
freed by marked grammatical relations, as opposed to English 
where the relatively fixed word order serves to mark 
grammatical relations (88). 

oner makessy thewspoint tras Udollotheri@scholarse what 
theoretically almost any sentence in Russian has’ the 
possibility of having several word orders, contingent = on 
what the communicative task of the speaker is. Thompson also 
concedes that there is one more neutral or more typical word 
onderss thanmmaiioeothertechorcess, andiy that wnecategomical 
judgements consisting of the traditional sub ject and 
predicate, the flow of information in Russian typically 
proceeds from what is GIVEN to what is NEW" (89). Her study 
differs from the other’ scholars, however, in that it was 
based on the assumption that in second language learning, 
the learners’ native word order constraints would be 
transferred to the target language. She tested the 
hypothesis that Americans studying Russian used differing 
word order than did the (Russian) native speakers (90), with 
interesting results relevant to the present analysis. Of 
importance are the statistics produced by the Russian native 
speakers, even though Thompson's study was done on a smal! 


scale. The Russians used SV order for intransitive sentences 
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92.5% of the time and VS order 47.5% of the time. The SV 
Dercenivagem dobearsumtow beaker atnert lows comparison to the 
atherstatistical studies: discussed earlier. 

A final ‘point worthy of comment is the fact that 
Thompson’ s study produced a significant reaction by the 
Russian group to absence of context. Firstly, the Russians 
developed several alternative orders ‘and supplied the 
context for each one. Secondly, when asked to choose only 
one order, without context, they usually selected the word 
order SP. Thus, Thompson asserts that this indicates that 
the concept of neutral word order (SP) is psychologically 
real, a fact which is demonstrated as a statistical trend in 
her data (95). 

Of relevance to the present study then are Thompson’ s 
findings of an obvious neutral word order in Russian in the 
absence of context, and the necessity of providing a 


contextual basis for any word-order studies of Russian. 


D. Objectives for Present Study 

As can be deduced from the reviews of existing studies 
Gnmwondrorden infRusstans: itis “evident “thatyimoste of the 
investigations either touch on the surface of this complex 
phenomena without substantial theoretical underpinning, = or 
gravitate towards the dominant FSP theory. The majority of 
the studies deal with contextual analyses, as does’ the 
present one. However, the nature of the present experiment 


attempts to test four hypotheses, thereby encompassing all 
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of the proposed claims set forth by the various authors. 

It is important to note at this point that whereas the 
surveyed literature indicates significant Ol Tecences 
between word order in Russian oral versus written language, 
it was not felt that this distinction could be captured by 
the technique employed in the experiment. During the pilot 
studies, which were presented in written form, it was 
discovered that the subjects were reading the sentences to 
themselves in any case, thereby invalidating any claims that 
would relate the findings to exclusively written discourse. 
This does, however, raise an important theoretical issue, 
namely whether there is a clear-cut empirical distinction 
between oral and written language. If one adopts’ the 
position of some reading authorities that a//] reading 
havo VesmsUDVOca lization, then this distinction disappears, 
or at least becomes virtually impossible to test. This was 
the approach forced upon us by the pilot studies. 

The following is a table summarizing the predictions of 
the four hypotheses relating to word order in_ transitive 
sentences in Russian, under contextual conditions specifying 


the GIVEN-NEW information structure of the sentence. 
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| A EPOTHESES GN SWO RS* MIN 
CONTEXT 
RYPES 

SVGAVSDON $570 Eneuenes Nine te. me itd he 
Sea NEW ON) OVS SOV 
O = NEW (N) VOS OSV 
SmSmNEwW (NN) OVS SVO OVS? VSOTOSY 
Dea=eGiVEN GUN} OSV OSV? VOS*=OVS 
S = GIVEN (N] SVO SV SvViGe SOV VOS 
O = NEW (N) SOV SOV? OSVaONS 
Seneca ENr Ni SOY SVO N/A SUV IVSO 
OF==GIVEN UN) OSV VOS OSV 
Se=VNEWSIN) OVS SVO SOV VSO OSV 
Ce=FGRVENMiPey OSV VSO VOSSEVS 
S = GIVEN (Pr) SsvOo SVO VOS SCVaVCS 
O = NEW (N) SOV OSV OSV OVS 
Se eGIVEN S| Pr) SOV SVO N/A SOV VSO 
OR="CGIVENSCPra® OSV Vi Si Sv 
Note. V is always NEW. (N) = Noun, (Pr) = Pronoun 


*Since this hypothesis is applicable only to pronouns, we 
can only assume that the GN hypothesis will operate with 
nouns under RS, predicting the orders marked with a question 
mark. 


TABLE os Prediction of Word Order in Simple Russian 
Transitive Sentences, According to Context 
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III. THE EXPERIMENTS 


A. Introduction 

The motivation for this present study is found in the 
relatively unsubstantiated claims set forth in the previous 
chapter. The majority of scholars base their assertions on 
FSP theory, with little attention being given to statistical 
data and experimentation. The factors that govern change in 
word order in Russian are still shrouded in ambiguity. 

Thus, in addressing the problem, an experiment was 
Cagmveceounr tom ™invesiigatemithe six Gpermdtations cla sve 
sentences under seven varying contexts. The conditions were 
chosen in order to manipulate the communicative function of 


the elements of the sentences. 


B. Word Order Study 
Hypotheses 
The experiment tested the following hypotheses: 
GIVEN-NEW Hypothesis (GN): GIVEN information will 


precede NEW information. 


Standard Word Order Hypothesis (SWO): NEW 
information is specified by additional stress and 


the canonical SVO order is preserved. 


Relative Stress Contour Hypothesis (RS): Low stress 


noun phrases such as pronouns will converge on_ the 
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noun phrases bearing NEW information by being placed 


immediately after the NEW 


Movement of NEW information Hypothesis (MN): Any 
element carrying NEW information is moved from its 
USUa Iss DOSTtiOnN» in’ a ‘canonical SVO structure with 


respect to elements bearing GIVEN information. 


These hypotheses generate varying predictions, as 
indicated graphically by Table 3 in Chapter Two. The GN 
hypothesis predicts that any constituent carrying GIVEN 
Theonmauyionn Wile ~stand sin Giunitbial position and any 
constituent carrying NEW information will follow the GIVEN. 

The SWO hypothesis predicts that the canonical SVO 
order will not be violated; instead, NEW information will be 
indicated with additional (non-contrastive) stress. 

The RS hypothesis is reserved for low stress items, 
ines, pronouns, and predicts that a pronoun wid) be 
positioned after the noun phrase bearing NEW information in 
order to give focus to the NEW constituent. 

Since this theory is predicated on low stress pronouns, 
we would assume that nouns, which are not low stress’ items, 
will not move in the same way as the pronouns. Because the 
RS hypothesis does not encompass noun phrases carrying GIVEN 
information, we will assume rightly or wrongly that when 


this occurs the GN hypothesis will operate instead. 
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The MN hypothesis predicts’ that any constituent 
carrying NEW information will be moved from its normal 


position. 


Subjects 

The experiment utilized 13 subjects, all of whom were 
Ha Gives TRUSSTane@r speaker se sandeehad@ebhivedt im) the aUSSRivas 
recently as six years ago. Subjects ranged from 20 to 50 
years of age, and consisted of 4 females and 9 males. All of 
the subjects, with the exception of one, had post-secondary 
training in the USSR and spoke a fairly high standard of 
literary Russian. This standard of Russian was desirable in 
order to diminish possible dialectic interference during the 


course of the experiment. 


Materials 

The 35 sentences appearing in the experiment responded 
to and created seven different types of context. There were 
sie replicates of each of the seven types and each 
replicate contained six word order choices that were to be 
ranked from one ("the best") to six ("the worst"). The seven 
context types, together with the response sentences created 


the environment necessary to test all four of the proposed 
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hypotheses. 


In order to eliminate potential interfering factors, 
such@as=advenbse@of timetoreplacenmadjectivesetetc., Talimrof 
the 35 sentences contained only a subject, a transitive verb 
cncmam Da ttient Ponminuesobjececlemi Gel® QGnomidcal@toremaction 
objects with prepositions were used, nor were complex verbs 
with incorporated prepositions. All of the verbs carried NEW 
information and only personal pronouns were used, 
eliminating other types (such as demonstrative). As a result 


the following chart lists the overall context created by the 


initiating sentences together with the response sentences: 


Context Weat’Sr] NEW NounienRCG= NEW UNoun) 


Context 2: S = NEW {Noun),©O = GIVEN- (Noun) 
Comtextes Moms GOVeNMNoOUn) yeCe-e NEWS UNoun 

Context 4: S = GIVEN (Noun), O = GIVEN (Noun) 
Context 5: S = NEW (Noun), O = GIVEN (Pronoun) 
Context 6: S = GIVEN (Pronoun), O = NEW (Noun) 
€ontexte7: SM= GRVEN (Pronoun c0 =eclL VEN e Pronoun 


It is evident that the contexts themselves operated 
withineetwostgroups7® Contexts i through® 4@contained*onily 
nouns; «while Contexts’5° and 6 “contained “both “nouns ‘and 
pronouns and Context 7 had only pronouns. These two levels 
WERemEnleCcessary sEONCe.) tdddilaye COe "SUDO | MP Or erctuveestnic 
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Procedures 

A book let was printed containing the 35 
context-defining sentences along with the 35 response 
sentences, each in its six possible word orders. In order to 
obtain natural responses, the contexts of the sentences were 
randomized, as were the six possible orderings of response 
sentences. 

Each booklet contained a set of instructions. Subjects 
were asked to rate the sentences that appeared in the right 
hand column on a 6-point scale, depending on their 
suitability to the context that appeared in the left hand 
column. The instructions directed the subjects to anchor 
their scale before ranking each of the 6 word order choices 
individually. That is, they were to read the context given 
(in the left-hand column), then read through the 6 word 
order choices of the response sentence (in the right-hand 
column) and assign the number ji to the sentence that best 
suited the context. Next, they were instructed to assign the 
number 6 to the word order choice that least suited the 
context. After the subjects had anchored their responses, 
they were free to proceed assigning remaining rankings from 
Poe es tmStructions  d1so enabled the subj jecus ss |Ggeassign 
the same ranking to more than one of the responses, if they 
felt some of the responses were equally as good or equally 
as bad. The instructions and experiment are reproduced in 


Appendix A. 
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There was no time limit to the experiment as it was 
done individually, not “within a controlled class setting. 
The author was present to supervise and to ensure that there 
was no consultation between subjects, if mane than one was 
present. The author also recorded observations of the 
subjects while they were enacting the experiment. The 
session lasted from 45 minutes to one hour. An analysis. and 
discussion of the compiled data from the experiment 


continues in Chapter Four. 
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IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 


eel menoduc tion 

In order to analyse the experimental results, graphs 
representing the average responses for each word order 
choice under each of the seven conditions were plotted, and 
an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the four 
variables: replication, sentence type (word order), context 
and speaker. The graphs and analyses originally included all 
of the subjects. However, it was observed that in the case 
of certain contexts, the behaviour of a few subjects was 
somewhat erratic. The analyses were then re-executed 
excluding the aberrant subjects, instead their results were 
superimposed over the remaining average responses in the 
graphs. The general trends for each context type were 
examined and the best and the worst points noted. In view of 
the observation that there was considerable variation in 


response ranks 2-5, i.e., those between the best and worst, 


a second ANOVA on recoded responses, where 1 stayed 1 (i.e., 
"most acceptable"), 2-5 became 0 ("uncertain"), and 6 was 
set at -1 ("least acceptable"), was carried out. Generally 


speaking, however, this had little effect on the results. A 
comparison between nominal and pronominal context conditions 
and a discussion of deviations in responses follows. The 
finst analysis to follow describes ~ verbally \the general 
trends for each context type. Following this description of 


general tendencies are more detailed results stemming from 


i ginampaag 1a 


haba Dilly 17s io? Sencces" aA aTAR. °-« 7 


~ i] = 
mal “atigia @ saw anol Tike nsjeas. ate ‘e wat oo 
- A @ ‘ ss 
TAC 7 ne > @ mI AUIS 2s ala fi —s wierAsy iB) 
} “3 - ,) 860 De0w! gay? Garseinioe. ior Sot ens 
DSA: tf afi er ‘] =f 20a VU IS One ety iG 
= e 
—s = ‘eund. t »ABatity Ss “T.. | _ Svat 
. 
« 5 = Lic és? 5S 7 jot ¥ =| ec! aft) - i 
- = “~ 
uneve-ss’ hart sy -aseelehe oe 
4 
7 ‘7 j ‘ 4 ids res 7S 
ar ni Bseengges, — v = wae oat 
2 tal Py STi hits iC ? Sanys tI 'E Sey 
\ le nw @ , 5 | | 4 4 te S 5 ‘ 
i] 
‘<— a! f 7 r ee 
. 4 
. ad 3 Sg.) Ex rn. a 
- } 
bt) 1 Gee o7sit sebePages” Satpope 
= 
oe 


y tr i 76 3 OF motu i f oh ies SS ae aM : © i puted ree: 
wo te) 16D aoe stduligayrn idadl®? = 


: (lines? ert) I oe72e OT 3).h oar a ve 
norpimwe > Pesdumey feet Minch 1g, wit sénipon - ed a 


Sg 


the corresponding ANOVA analysis and examination of deviant 
subjects. The reader isuneferred! tonthe graphs®and tablesvat 


the endsofithis®chapter for’ elarif ications 


B. Results 
In aA 2 seven context-response conditions were 
generated. They are listed below along with the overall best 


average responses (B) and the worst responses (W): 


CONTEXT RESPONSE AVERAGE 
ear S = NEW (N) B = SVO teu 
O = NEW (N) Ww = OSV/VOS 4.5 
G2 S = NEW (N) B = SVO 1.4 
OW = 5G RVENea No Ww = VSO/VOS 4,4/4,3 
Cae Seer GIVEN TN} B = SVO 1.4 
O = NEW (N) W = OSV 4.9 
C4 S = GIVEN (N) B =aSVG 154 
O = GIVEN (N} W = VOS/OVS/OSV Ae6/ 4257 425 
Coe S = NEW (N} B = SVO/(SOV) [Poy geese y 
OGSeGlLVEN = CPri) W = VSO Sa 
COs Sy Sens (eed BES aSViG lee 
O = NEW (N) W = OVS Bn, 8 
Cie Se - GL VeENm eG Baa o0Vi i SVG3 Taha 20) 
Oia eG 1 ENP Ww = OVS/VOS ane 
C=eContext, (Ni = Noun, (Pr) wemPronoun;, 6 = Best, We= Worst 
TABLE 4. Best and Worst Overall Responses to Context 


Conditions with (Mean) Average Value. 
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As can be observed, SVO sentence types predominate in 
virtually every contextual condition as the best response. 
GreSssignrficances#ts =*thes=facteraiso*® ethatewhensO lis eNEW for 
GIVEN the worst responses are usually those that violate GN 
ordering (see Graph 4.5). Similarly, in Graphs 4.3 and 4.6, 
where S = GIVEN and O = NEW, the average curve shows a 
considerable trend towards acceptability at the last point 
VSO, as opposed to Graphs 4.2 and 4.5, where S = NEW and O = 
GIVEN where VSQ is the worst possible order. Thus although 
SVO ordering dominates in all instances except where subject 
and object pronouns appear, this ordering is especially 
reinforced when the subject is GIVEN. That is, there appears 
to be a secondary ordering preference gravitating towards 
GIVEN preceding NEW, although this is far from consistent in 
alebeCOREeX BSR 

Since C1 through C4 represent subject and object nouns 
and C5 through C7 represent subject and object pronouns, it 
is of value to compare the contextual opposites (of which 
there are none for C1) and their corresponding word order 


preferences. 
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NOUNS PRONOUNS 

CONTEXT RESPONSE CONTEXT RESPONSE 
C2255 =) N B = SVO Cae ScaeNeun b, -Beeesvo 

GieameG W = VSO/VOS 0 = G (Pr) W = VSO 
CS ees ea B = SVO Cogs Gamo nets ee bercees VC 

O = N W = OSV O = N (N) W = OVS 
Ca SE se G Bee aSVO Cie oom 1G CoPit yb ransGy 

0 = 6G W = VOS/OSV Gl Se, eS ans: 
FABER RO: Comparison of Responses of Contextual Opposites 


SVQ was ranked best in all contexts except C7, where 
both O and S are pronouns. Here SOV was ranked best, with 
SVOsd closes seconds choice: 1 SOV i=in 4a SVOS 250 elt is 
uncertain what factors are governing SOV dominance in this 
instance, except for the presence of a pronominal subject 
and object. We will return to this point in the discussion 
of results in the concluding chapter. 

SVO and GN ordering are considerably weakened in= one 
other context type, i.e.,° C5, where S = NEW (N) and 0 = 
GIVEN (Pr). This one context supports the assumption that 
ob ject pronouns will give focus to NEW by being placed after 
the element carrying NEW information, accounting for the 
average response for SVO of 1.8 and the SOV ordering of 2.2. 

All in all GIVEN-NEW ordering of information is clearly 
operating as a possible strategy as well, although somewhat 


weaker than SVO ordering. This is reflected in the obtained 
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results on two levels: 


a. The choices that were ranked as the worst by the 
respondents were those that violated the GN 
ordering. That is, in most contexts, wherever NEW 
information appeared in initial position and GIVEN 
in final in the various word orders other than SVO, 
these sentence types were consistently ranked as the 
least acceptable. 

b. When S was GIVEN the canonical word order choice was 
strengthened, i.e., SVO was virtually a unanimous 


choice as the best. 


C. Deviations 

In an experiment of this nature it is to be expected 
Chateno agelro fathers subjects, “wi llterespondaitn Paseunitorm 
manner. As mentioned at the outset, the more obvious 
aberrancies were removed from each context-type. Some of the 
same subjects deviated from the norm in_ more than one 
context, as arelindicated® by thes’ oraphstes butts none mwiwere 
deviant in al] “contexts. GAsioa result theres was: Ono 
justificationstors eliminatangesome! subjects Sentire! yevunder 
themeassumptiron » tia teamchey MinadaimrsinterpreLecmene he tasns 
Instead. we chose to isolate! them anfandividial¥contexts:. in 
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form sae gnoutme ra group here meaning two or more subjects), an 
example being the aberrations evident in Graph 4.1. We will 
list the deviations from the overall average responses for 
all context types and attempt to assign explanations for 


each. 


ae “ClsS = Nets Oo = NaN Graph 4. 1 

The aberrant preferences in this context for 
“best” choice were SVO and for "worst" choice OSV. 
Both of these choices were the same as the norm. The 
basic differences from the overall average responses 
were that OSV also received relatively good ratings 
Vims tomse0scomparedato atnormiofeé. 5), tandrthat tone 
subject ranked VSO as 2.2 (compared to a norm of 
Aw x Excepting the VSO choice, the subjects 
generally acted as a group. Since these sentence 
types contained only NEW information and thus no 
communicative markers, it is possible that these 
deviations indicate a secondary preference’ for 
certain fixed word order types after the SVO choice. 

Da, 6 Claes =SNw CNieO ea GR Nie Ceaph a4 a2 

This scontext “produces. thermost scattering sof 
responses. The "best" choice for the norm is SVQ but 
the aberrant responses fluctuate between SVQ, SOV 
and VSO. The same fluctuation is apparent in_ the 
"worst" choice; the norm being VSQ and “the 
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group formation in this context, all exceptions 
behave differently. We will assume that because S = 
NEWain Dinisthcontexteriinicausedesthe @subjects to 
scatter their responses due to, perhaps, the 
confusing strategies of standard word ordering in 
direct opposition to GN ordering. 
G3 7c) GPMiNe BOP eNa (Nie Greapha4. 2 

The two deviant lines represented in this 
context-type violate both standard (SVOQ) and GN 
ordering. Whereas the norm for "best" is SVO~= and 
(wos tamism@elSy,; (ihelabenrantachoicesufor’ best; 1s 
equa | tyaoVORRCVS andaVCSwandeeior Taworste® SGVawand 
VSO. The deviations are not uniform in their pattern 
of choices and at this point the only explanation 
for thcoming is that the aberrant subjects 
misinterpreted these particular context generated 
response sentences. 
G4ceStanGaGN) -OT= GTN) #eGrapht4e4 

The aberrations here vary in the intermediary 
rankings, ji.e., those choices ranked from 2 to 5. 
"Best" corresponds to the norm, “worst” for the two 
OULU lL ehse akesechosen @asmiGy Sivor OSV gbothrdev rant 
subjects behave differently and once again there is 
no obvious explanation for their departure from the 
norm. 
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The overall average responses for this 
COnleXxt >typetane SVORfora best BandovSG™ forteworstil: 
Two of the three aberrant subjects mark OVS as 
“best" and the other marks SOV as "best". All three 
Follow the norm in choosing VSO as "worst" response 
choice. Generally speaking the deviant subjects form 
a loose group pattern and display the tendency to 
choose the word orders that support the GN ordering, 
since in this context GN and standard word ordering 
are working against one another. Another possibility 
to be considered is the fact that because 0 is GIVEN 
and is a pronoun with low stress, therefore behaving 
differently than a noun, some interference occurred 
as a result of the RS strategy which puts pronouns 
after NEW nouns. 

G6°9S seGidor), GeSaNe (NieyGraphe4ts 

Both the norm and the exceptions) rank SVO 
ordering as "best". The aberrant choices for “worst” 
word orders are OVS, VOS, OSV (the norm being VOS), 
al} ofewhichearem intSaccord  @wi thither ean element 
ordering. Two of the deviants are generally uniform; 
the other is isolated within their own pattern. The 
aberrations occur within the scope of “best” and 
uwOrSt @ecaluSing their@isolationetrometheinonm: 
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consistently chosen as the "worst" response choice 
and SOV was unanimously chosen as "best", the latter 
choice supporting both the GN ordering of 


constituents and the proposed RS ordering. 


D. Summary 

Upon summarizing the analyses of the results obtained 
from this experiment it is of relevance to include the 
following observations. 

Firstly, the question arises whether there were any 
subjects who consistently appeared to favour a different 
strategy across environments. From the data plotted on the 
graphs we can infer that no subjects consistently utilized 
strategies deviating from hthesenorme tos form (rsolated 
sub-groups. As mentioned previously no one sub ject 
consistently deviated across environments. However, there 
were not sufficient subjects to specifically evaluate the 
possible formation of sub-groups among the outliers. 
Generally the best points were well agreed upon; in 
comparison the worst points had less concurrence and the 
intermediate points showed plenty of variation. 

The fluctuations in response choices in the 
intermediate rankings resulted in a recoding of the ANOVA by 
assigning 0 ("uncertain") to any point between the best and 
the worst. After removing this factor from the data, little 
overall difference was found (See Table 7). The ANOVA also 


resulted in a favourable statistical indication that there 
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were no significant variations apparent across the 
replicates, which was a condition strived for when designing 
Lhe experiment. [hts result Was! particularly “comforting in 
that, when reducing the experiment from 70 to 35 stimulus 
contexts, the original balance of Imper fective and 
Perfective aspects in the response sentences was lost. 
UBVIOUSTY this shad snow effect ~on sethamerestlits wor the 
experiment. There were some interaction effects in the 
ANOVA, in particular sentence type (the most significant 
effect) by context; this was the desired interaction effect 
the experiment was designed to incorporate. On the other 
hand there was also some lesser context by replicate and 
context by replicate by sentence type interaction which 
might only be explained by the specific lexical items used 
in the experimental replicates. 

In summary, the observations made from the compiled 
results are that: SVO ordering is heavily favoured; there is 
also an interaction apparent between standard word order and 
GIVEN-NEW, and where applicable the relative stress 
ordering. Pronouns, as opposed to nouns, have a marked 
effect on standard word order in that they can overrule the 
dominant SVO word order choice when S$ and O are both GIVEN. 

The ensuing chapter will specifically compare’ the 
results to the previous predictions with reference to the 


claims discussed by the authors in Chapter Two. 
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CONTEXT |: S*NEW(N),O8 NEW(N) 


AVERAGE --—- 
DEVIANTS -——— 


SVO SOV OVS VOSS OSV VSO 
(NNN) (NINN) (NNN) (NNN) (NNN) (NNN) 


GRAPH 4.1 ' AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS 
SENTENCE TYPES 
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CONTEXT 2: S#NEW(N),O=GIVEN(N) 


6.0 
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MED. 


3.0 
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1.O C 
AVERAGE —-~ 
DEVIANTS ——- 
SVO Sov OVS VOS OSV VSO 
(NNG) (NGN) (GNND (NGND (GNN) (NNG) 


GRAPH 4.2: AWERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS 
SENTENCE TYPES 
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CONTEXT 3: SsGIVEN(N), O= NEW(N) 
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GRAPH 4.3 AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS 
SENTENCE TYPES 
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CONTEXT 4: S=GIVEN(N), O=GIVEN(N) 
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GRAPH 44.44: ,pvERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS 
SENTENCE TYPES 
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CONTEXT 5S: SeNEW(N),O=8GIVEN (Pr) 
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|  p 
5.0 + Lf 
4.0 
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3.04 
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AVERAGE ~--— 
DEVIANTS =" 
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GRAPH 4.5 ‘AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS 
SENTENCE TYPES 
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GRAPE 4.6' AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS 
SENTENCE TYPES 
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S GIVEN (Pr), O#GIVEN (Pr) 


CONTEXT 7: 
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TYPE SVO SOV OVS VOS OSV VSO 
CONTEXT 
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V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 


A. Introduction 

The current study has embodied theoretical discussions 
and claims with experimental results in order to verify what 
conditions govern choice of constituent ordering in Russian 
transitive sentences. In the previous chapter we discussed 
the major trends that were developing as a result of the 
analyses. To follow is. a further discussion that relates 
directly to the hypotheses proposed in Chapter One. A 
comparison is drawn between the predictions in Table 3 and 
the data obtained, refuting or supporting the authors’ 
claims. The relevance of the assertions outlined by the 
scholarly works in the literature survey to the data 
obtained from the present experiment is examined. 

Concluding this study is a summary of the principal 


disclosures gained and considerations for future research. 


B. Analysis: Results and Hypotheses 

In proceeding with our proposed comparison, we will 
briefly reintroduce each hypothesis and support or reject 
its validity with the compiled results. 

The first hypothesis under discussion is the GIVEN-NEW 
(GN) Hypothesis, where GIVEN information precedes NEW in the 
noun phrase arguments of the verb. Therefore, presumably, 
wherever S appeared as NEW information the expected word 


order choice was one that would displace S from initial 
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position. Conversely, wherever Ss appeared as GIVEN 
information the dnt Cipanedm choices Waseem om name natial 
position. Similarly, when O carried NEW information it was 
to stand arter met nemeGlVENMgandearwhenm O@ecarnnicdmr al VBI 
information it was to be found in initial position. However, 
the Statoastics) -cileamliy Pindicater | thane nsakUssianheword 
ordering the GN hypothesis, although valid, relinquishes its 
alleged prevalence to standard word ordering, regardless of 
what is GIVEN or NEW. Referring back to Table 3 we predicted 


the following for the GN hypotheses, where applicable: 


CONME Sia WES PREDOG) EDVORDERING  SACTUARSRESUIATS 
Ci 2tS =sNEWRUN) AL SVO 
O = NEW (N) 
C22 some NEW N) OVS 
Onm= GIVEN -N4 OSV SVO 
CGraor= GuveN gains) SVO 
O = NEW (N) SOV SVO 
CA oa=s GV EN RIN) SOV 
O = GIVEN (N) OSV SVO 
Gores =BNEWRIN) OVS SVO 
eee VE Nimrtel (a! OSV 
Cone Sem Gl VEN CP ie SVO SVO 
O = NEW (N) SOV 
Cieags = IGIVEN PGP SOV 
Be EVEN ER OSV SOV 
PABEERGe Comparison: Predicted Order ing and Actual 


Results for the GIVEN-New Hypothesis 
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Table & illustrates that the only instances where the 
GN hypothesis operates is when a) S is GIVEN and therefore 
is in harmony with canonical word ordering, and 2) when §S 
and OQ are both pronouns (and therefore, GIVEN - here the 
verb is NEW and sentence final). Since it has already been 
established that pronominal objects and subjects have a 
marked effect on word order as opposed to nominal objects 
and subjects; in this! context-type (€7) GN cannot be said to 
be the governing hypothesis since in C/7's contextual 
counterpart, C4 (where S = GIVEN (N), O = GIVEN (N)) the 
word order chosen as the best was SVO, not SOV. 

This is not to say that GN is discredited entirely as a 
valid hypothesis. There are factors in the results’ that 
indicate that GN is indeed present and operating, however 
not on the primary level it was previously assigned. The 
support for the validity of GN is indicated in the subjects’ 
responses: where S was GIVEN there was less uncertainty (or 
scatter) among responses for the best word order choice 
Since the GN ordering and canonical word ordering were 
working together, compared to the instances where S was NEW. 
Also, the sentence types that were consistently ranked as 
"bad" all violated the GN ordering. For example, in C2 where 
S = NEW (N) and O = GIVEN (N), although the SVO (NNG) choice 
as the best sentence type violated the GN hypothesis, the 
VOS (NGN) choice as the worst sentence type supported the GN 


hypothesis, i.e., violation of GN ordering. 
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In summarizing the effect of the results on the GN 
hypothesis, we can state that the GIVEN-NEW Hypothesis is 
operative, but not as the principal determinant in the 
ordering of constituents in Russian transitive sentences. 

The next hypothesis under examination is the Standard 
Word Order Hypothesis (SWO), where the canonical word order 
of S+V+0O would prevail, regardless of contextual conditions. 
The following iS a comparison between predictions’ and 


results for this hypothesis, where relevant: 


CONTEC. WaPES PREDICTED URDERING AEVUAL RE SULES 
Giz iS seNEWat Ny 

O = NEW (N) SVO SVO 
G2: S = NEW {N) 

Oe =) GLVENS AN) SVO SVO 
Couese= GIVENTGN? 

Cee Wag SVO SVQ 
C4 = G1 VENe ND 

Os: GIVENeAN) SVO SVO 
Cavoe-. NEWs( Ni 

Go= GIVEN ers SVO SVO 
COrgeoe- .GhVEN@ Pry 

O = NEW (N) SVO SVO 
Gio St-aciVENe (ens 

Cea GIVENSI Pry SVO SOV 
TABLES: Comparison: Predicted Ordering and Actual 


Results for the Standard Word Order Hypothesis 
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The comparison indicates the sustained dominance of the 
SWO hypothesis in all contexts, with the exception of C7, 
regardless of what is GIVEN and what is NEW. The only factor 
that affects this clear-cut dominance (and then only 
marginally, i.e., SOV average response = 1.4 and SVO average 
response = 2.0) is the presence of pronouns in C7. We have 
already discounted why GN cannot be said to be the only 
operating theory here, therefore the only other obvious 
interpretation to be gathered from the data is that 
canonical word order dominates throughout transitive Russian 
sentences, even violating the GN ordering, and cedes its 
position only when ae pronominal subject and object are 
present. The SWO hypothesis also stated that NEW information 
would be highlighted by extra stress rather than violate the 
standard SVO ordering. Since this experiment did not include 
AnhemOral DOMulon ws wemcannousassen taihalt Wihismc lainers valid: 
However, in view of the results and the prominence of SVO 
ordering, it might be proposed that in those instances where 
the SWO hypothesis violates the GN hypothesis, extra stress, 
rather than GIVEN-NEW constituent ordering signals NEW 
information and. thus separates iat from the GIVEN 
information. 

The third hypothesis outlined was the Relative Stress 
Hypothesis (RS) where low stress items, i.e., pronouns give 
focus to the noun phrase carrying NEW information by being 
placed after that element. We also made the assumption that 


since the RS hypothesis ‘applied “only to pronouns, ~ the 
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applicable contexts where nouns appear (C2, C3) would 
operate under the GN hypothesis. An examination of the 


predictions versus the actual results follows: 


CONTEAT 1 yPES PREDICTED ORDERING AG UAP IE RESUETS 
Cores PagNEW GENG OVS SVO 
O = GIVEN (N) OSV 
CS ee = Ly ENN SVO 
= NEW (N) SOV SVO 
Co isese= NEW IN) SOV SVO 
OTS GIV ENSGRirt) VSO 
COwes S=eGUV ENS PR) VOS SVO 
O = NEW (N) OSV 


TABEEMIO” Comparison: Predicted Ordering and Actual 
Results for the Relative Stress Hypothesis (and 
the GIVEN-NEW Hypothesis for Nouns), Applicable 
Contexts Only 


The data indicates that neither the RS, nor the GN 
hypotheses are operating here, as SVO ordering was chosen in 
all four of the applicable contexts. (We have already 
evaluated the GN hypothesis in relation to its validity and 
therefore we will focus aon on the RS hypothesis.) A more 
detailed examination of the data, however, indicates that 


the RS hypothesis has credibility on a subordinate level to 
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the SWO hypothesis. 

Firstly, in C5, although SVO was ranked as_ the best 
choice overall (1.8), we find that the expected SOV ordering 
for the RS hypothesis was ranked only marginally higher 
(2.2). The recoded ANOVA (see Table 7) further supported 
tiveewrthesVUsordering “ranked at 0,39 and» SOV Vordering 
reankedmat USSsSefersCo Thus enike the GN hypothesis, #therkS 
hypothesis cedes to the SWO hypothesis. However, it is 
evident that the RS theory must be extended to encompass 
pronouns in both subject and object positions (C7), since 
this is the only condition under which the regularity of SVO 
ordering is usurped. In C7 the best sentence type choice was 
SOV (1.4) compared to SVO (2.0). The recoded ANOVA enhances 
this seemingly marginal distinction by ranking SOV sentence 
typesmeacs “OM6°SPsand PSVO Patvpess as! 80 7e9RMab lev as). The 
distinction is great enough to state that in C7 where S = 
GIVENGTUPr), 8OR=" GIVEN (Pr) Sthe resultimawordsorder choice 
of SOV adheres to a modified RS hypothesis; namely that 
since VY = NEW and S + 0) = “GIVEN and pronominal (and 
therefore low stress items), both S + OQ stand in front. of 
the NEW verb to give focus to it, in the absence of a NEW 
subject. This modified hypothesis draws suppor t from 
0. Sirotinina (1965) and will be discussed accordingly, as 
well as considered for future »research. It must also be 
stated that the ordering of pronouns might not have anything 
to do with Intonation/Stress, etc. Another plausible theory 


can be put forth that the ordering of pronouns might be part 
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of a historical trend to a fixed word order since the 
preposing of pronoun objects is encountered in another 
language that historically had cause to influence’ the 
Russian eae WEGE: Circa 1otheycenturys namely s abr encinmlimnrs 
possibility is also briefly considered by QO. Sirotinina 
(1965:44). 

Thus, although our version of the RS hypothesis did not 
seem to bear weight, there is enough of a distinction 
between the behavior of nouns and pronouns in subject and 
object positions to support a modified or reworked RS 
hypothesis, or to consider alternate theories. 

The final hypothesis put forth is the Movement of New 
Information Hypothesis (MN), where any element carrying NEW 
inLonma ol On iSemoved = frOMnm tS ssUStidl DOS LLIOn se ilieuas ov 
structure, with ~GIVEN information also present within the 
SVO structure. Table 11 represents the analogy between 
predictions and results for the MN hypothesis within the 


applicable context-types. 


em! =. eet abgien | Aiton Att etl ya 


exinliotE 0 gt cavebian of cote af 


fon S10 ateuliocen 27 aft Semel eaes. i> fQumerls eee 
Sei Jsnvteih: @ a cere pg) ete o@len embed 


‘eee Saggqee nn! cfyoriesa lta sere rs ~}! vad) ad? wi 


28 SeNa5jue* 6c 6ST theo. /g_ Saeaiyey Fs sna? baa Fa tae 
vy 


es '\Gait osha! me Saet orgs ci). 6e thon 
<n io Tremeedl ai? 6! Abeer ier peeifony anh ot = 
22 wriwaces theres “ie aretw 11m + mut" «aot 
172 «& ne celttgat teum ¢: —7e Sorc of cme 
oft ;eahiw tebesid asta nti Detnetn: CPA A, €31e i” hs ta 
eesurea? ypoltte af! \alheseicsi. ++,/ afag' statute Ve 


on) Frisia ai sRAZOrNiA iad af ten 2 use ar ora Folt vey. 


ett aueng: saqgeah age 
: 


GON READ ST YVRES PREORGTED ORDERING ACTUAL ERRE SUITS 

C205 = NEW (N) VoUsOsy SVO 
O = GIVEN (N) VOSMOVS 

Ca Se = GIVEN SON} SOV VOS SVO 
O = NEW (N) GSVAOVS 

Ca Se =e GiVENS(N) SOV VSO 
O = GIVEN (N)} VOSOS\ SVO 

Ghee S e=INEW BUN} VSG30S\V SVO 
ORS —GIVEN (Pry VGSe0\s 

Coop mG lVEN EGP ry SOY VOS SVO 
O = NEW (N) OSV 20VS 

CieeSE-RGLVEN REPT) SOV VSO SOV 
GES GLVEN ECR) VOS OSV 


FABLE Stale Comparison: Predicted Ordering and Actual 
Results for MN Hypothesis 


There is little evidence to support the MN hypothesis. 
The only condition where the predictions of ordering match 
the actual results for the MN theory is in C7. However, this 
is immediately refuted by C4, the noun counterpart to C7. If 
the MN hypothesis is to gain recognition in C7, then it must 
also gain recognition in C4. However, support for the MN 
hypothesis can be drawn from an investigation of the 
aberrations, as they appear on the graphs in Chapter Four. 


There are subjects who rank some sentence types as good, 
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despite the fact that these sentence types violate the SWO 
and the GN hypotheses in some of the context types. In C2 (S 
= N(N), O = G(N)) one subject gives VSO an average ranking 
OlVezsUReanotheregives VOS@2e4eandhiOVS T2acrerAl lueoitmthese 
three sentence types were predicted for the MN hypothesis. 
PUPther in Co (S)= GUIN)G Os=WN INI) OVS neceivese a ranking 
OT eemcmancde sr Omandy /CSBiie ead eh butnonnaberrants. 1n0C4™ ts 
SG Nee OReaGiN}) NSCs rankedme. bal “anal lyeaeinen Coo Scr e= 
GP aye Be NANG) BOSVe = standsatat wece UR Paccordanc? itor two 
aberrants. As can be seen, all of these sentence types 
violated all of the other hypotheses (GN, SWO, RS) and yet 
were all ranked under the median of 3.5 by the various 
aberrants. The inferred assumption here is’ that the MN 
hypothesis is of some validity also on a_ subordinate level 
and® can “accourmt-— in part for some ofethe aberrations. Thus 
there is some justification in pursuing this hypothesis with 
further experimentation with a larger subject group. 

This analysis can be concluded by stating that each 
hypothesis outlined in Chapter Two was supported in varying 
degrees by the ensuing data. The hypothesis’ that is 
Und 1 SouUtab lee “isee that ommstandard = worcamordetwerras™ Wie s 
supported with substantial data. The predictions for the GN 
hypothesis were not fully realized by the results, as they 
were not for the RS and MN hypotheses. However, underlying 
evidence in the data was present for the justification of 
the RS, MN and especially the GN hypotheses. In essence 


then, the results do not entirely support a// of the 
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predictions, but nor do they < discounts asimeofir the 
predictions. One further possibility which was not 
investigated in detail here, but which could be dealt with 
in subsequent studies is the question, the relative strength 


or salience of each hypothesis. 


C. Comparison: Results and Scholarly Claims 

In Chapter Two an outline of the scholarly works 
relating to word order in Russian was given, the first of 
which incorporated the FSP theory where GIVEN informationn 
precedes NEW (or THEME precedes RHEME). The statistics 
previously presented discount the FSP theory in the = sense 
that the GN hypothesis was relegated to a position of 
secondary prominence after the SWO hypothesis. The FSP 
scholars conceded that the SVO sentence structure in Russian 
occurred when S was GIVEN or in the absence of context. This 
study indicates that SVO also occurs when context is present 
and when S is NEW. GN does work, however, to disallow 
certain sentence types. i.e., it functions as a "censoring" 
Ratherathan ashecessanily epromoting’ @factenem Ihate 1WSy eit 
one examines the ANOVA in Table 7, it can be seen in most 
cases that those orders violating GN are invariably rejected 
by the subjects as possible responses in a given context, 
those adhering to GN but violating SWO are generally not 
acceptable but are better than the former case, while those 


in accord with just SWO are preferred. 
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I. I. Kovtunova’s (1967, etc.) theory that word order 
functions Simultaneous ly on two levels in sentence 
structure, i.e., syntactic (Subject/Predicate) and FSP 
(theme/rheme), and that syntactic and FSP operate either in 
harmony or in opposition, is extended by the results in this 
studya tAgain Patelismeevident *athat thwhenasyntactic and FSP 
BUNet TONnSeanemineaccOncMel( Sem=r GhVENieeGem=— NEW) the SVG 
ordering is strengthened and that when syntactic and FSP 
puUnetTionstare ingoppos7 Mione@voteachhotheres(S a= tNEW, oGae= 
GIVEN) the syntactic function overrules, i.e., SVO ordering 
prevails. 

O. Sirotinina’s (1965) assertion that the preposing of 
a DO (DO + P) occurs in written speech only when the DO is 
GIVEN (and more often than not pronominal) and the verb is 
NEW, is evidently of some relevance, since C7 (See Graph 
4.7) supports this assertion by illustrating SOV as the best 
word order choice (where 0 = GIVEN (Pr), V = NEW). However, 
her Cla imeethate when. 8S5e01 souNEWIMat Swi kipebe *foundgetan 
post-position (97) is contradicted by the statis tncal 
evidence discussed earlier, i.e., even when S was NEW SVO 
ordering was chosen as the best response. By the same token, 
Krylova and Khavronina’s assertions are refuted, as are the 
other authors’ claims who propounded the FSP theory (i.e., 
an invariable GIVEN-NEW order in spite of canonical word 
order ). 

The dominance of the SWO hypothesis also lends minimal 


or no support to the authors who applied transformational 
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Grammars toewordrordermin Russiamaet0: aebah | Smis6o, iIe74 
although in disagreement with the FSP theory, offered no 
substantialtalternatives SU eGundelis (i975 )e who webasica | by 
equated topic-comment sentence structure with that of FSP; 
and L. Babby (1978) proposed that case morphology expressed 
grammatical relations and that therefore there is no 
under lying canonical word order for Russian. 

In assessing the results of the present study to the 
experimental studies surveyed, the first author under 
GiSCuss i OM 1Sakme So uvomer iiay 1) 

LOI hSMePCON te situa eRanaysis Eavon tl found @thate Sara 
(Subject + Predicate + Complement) ordering occurred 79% of 
the time out of the unspecified number of sentences 
analysed, when S is GIVEN, P is NON-ESSENTIAL NEW and C is 
BOGEN bhAlmeNe Ww: 

Our data are in accord with the above in that when the 
Olde res a) 6) USViGis occurs: aoe Sec! VEN and wthe verb ancrobyect 
are NEW. However, we also found that SVO order is adopted 
when S is NEW and O(C) is GIVEN which is opposed to Bivon’s 
Glaimethia teainetial Sm ns camecenG@mo ac) “USV ordeming: occuRSs arts 
assemtron yy thateriG-PaS= onderinomers #¢preferredirwhenare “is 
EOSEN DEAL ENEWes Ramis PENONSESSENT DAG PENEWRandeS miSseG EVEN MIs 
surprising when compared to the data presented here, since 
this order violates both the SWO strategy and the GN 
strategy. As mentioned previously, SWO is the dominant 
Strategy suttiized) inwithe presentiidatagand fthe: GNestrategy 


operates where orders such as C-P-S violate the GN ordering, 
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and are therefore deemed the least acceptable. Likewise, 
where only NEW information is present in a sentence (C1) our 
data indicates unanimous SVO ordering, whereas Bivon claims 
P-C-S (VOS) to be the exclusive choice. AJ] rankings for VOS 
ordering in the present experiment for C1 exceeded 4.0 (see 
Graph 4.1), i.e., VOS was among the /Jeast acceptable 
choices. (A point to remember is that Bivon distinguishes 
between ESSENTIAL NEW and NON-ESSENTIAL and this study does 
not. ) 

S-C-P type ordering (SOV) is the choice from Bivon’s 
Table 2, where S is GIVEN and P and C are either’ NEW, 
BSSEN] DALONE W G@ior WNONSESSENTIAL “NEW. The condi tions. 1m? ¢5 
(see Graph 4.5), where S is NEW and O is- pronominal and 
GIVEN does not concur with Bivon’s contextual conditions for 
this order. C5 has SVO as the best overall response choice, 
followed closely by SOV ordering. Also the results in C7 
(Graph 4) /jewhere both® Svand™ O08 are GIVEN © ahd) pronominal 
further “opposes BivonisS=Pa@ s contextuade condi tionss since 
C7 is the only context where SOV is chosen as the best 
overall response and according to Bivon’s analysis the order 
C-S-P (OSV) should have been chosen for the conditions in 
C7. OSV order was ranked as quite unacceptable in this 
context, i.e., with a mean rating 4.1. 

In summary, the choices of sentence types in Bivon's 
contexts arelvery muchsun® conflict with our “data Although 
Bivon’s contextual analysis is different from the present 


Ania Sisealnesthia te he cid ia we cr COLUM UeMahnds “Lnererorewmnad 


i 
f 


i 


= ~~ : 
7 * a : ” ar ae . 
? sepals atoll = ae , ion yo = vl wet 


, 
sine 91 h Soriwt aoe at tance 8s te 


etn we 
gwia's eave?® epanedy gmieniae OFe cum lara asin 


——~ 


se ae abe > \b <afoth eulaulane a7 ef oF gees 
Ss : ; _— : 


— . rahe 12 ao) Smee ftape Inasetqg Sth alg 


bw a9 “= E4 =e 75 are i vice ae | uy =4 § dey 


= 
7 


Ra 3 abt , rs arenes o] fnifeg “il vesaterts 


7 
ee Loree io peur yh can TURE « een 
ro 
- —_ — 


' 
‘re 


, _ a. 
| wes) eorcey.2no of 1% OF i VODA weit Sok 


pratt” of hs T 


af, » brerie 41 pi fat *eSeceie “1 } jeprwiee? 
*» 


or Aa f 2 Sete 
| 
7 7 D4 ey f i 46 66S 
o = a Fond | , 
. a a on | a a] pp; i 
- “ _ ‘iy 4 s 
eT ‘ or ar 2 va 
a1! 15 war at fq —~ see's mt 
+ j . « > < = 4 , 1 fase o 
; = 
- 7% 
res etre > , was ead cc! 
pret 7 1 tare “serp.e9len 4 a @ mas 
7 


~ fue eniise — iw 
sores Aeér*e senha ti 7 
ah eo 
“7 ‘4 > “eg | 
a > ie a, cm : a > ; 
ce a ied —_ 


na" re ‘ 
ne ial 


\@ mete ei sami 3 


i 
sai ic otal 


em 


different variables within his analysis than our study did, 
his results are so dramatically different even in those 
areas where the two counts overlap that it suggests that he 
perhaps did not wexertyesufficient: tcomtrol over other 
variables influencing his data. 

D. Svedstedt (1976) confines his study to investigating 
the position of objective personal pronouns in SVO and SQV 


sentence type ordering in Russian. Thus, his results can 


only be compared with those obtained here in C5 (S = NEW 
CN Owes WG lV ENSUE) i andvan G7) cee GLVENRGPrauy OSenG VEN 
(Pr)}). As outlined in Chapter Two, Svedstedt examined his 


theory across four variables: 
a. the character of S (noun, pronoun) 
b. type of clause (simple, compound) 
c. mode of expression (monologue, dialogue) 
dy prosody of S (implicit (NEW) | explicit (GIVEN) ) 

Upon analyzing the character of S, Svedstedt finds that 
when S is a noun it occurs in SPO (SVO) sentence types with 
a frequency of 63% and in SOP (SOV) sentence types with a 
frequency of 37%. When S stands as a personal pronoun the 
incidence of S in SPO ordering is 46% and in SOP ordering, 
54%. Based on these observations Svedstedt concludes that 
SPO ordering predominates when S is a noun and SGP 
predominates when S is a pronoun. 
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ordering overrides SVO dominance. 
The following table compares the average raw (best = 1, 
worst = 6) and adjusted (best = 1, worst = -1) rankings 


found in this study with those of Svedstedt: 


RAW RANKING ADJUSTED RANKING SVEDSPEDT 

SVO SOV SVQ SOV SPQ SOR 
Cox 7. & ome US SS 01535 63% 37% 
Gy: ZO 1.4 Cass Om6S 46% 5 An 


PAB Damier Comparison of Raw and Adjusted Rankings with 
Svedstedt (1976) when S = Noun (C5) and when S = 
Pronoun (C7) 


It is evident that Svedstedt’s analysis Or, the 
influence of the character of $ is reflected in the current 
study since his percentages are mirrored by the ranking 
trends of the respondents. 

The second variable he includes is clause type, where 
monopredicative clauses (MP) ji.e., clauses with a simple 


verb occurred in SPO type sentences 39% of the time and in 
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SOP types 61% of the time. These percentages are clearly at 
variance with the results of the present’ study, which 
contains MP type clauses only, and shows’) an overwhelming 
preference for SVO in all environments except’ those 
indicated. 

Further, the variable of mode of expression is not 
considered totally relevant to this study, since we did not 
distinguish between mono logue and dialogue, but the 
dominance of standard word order in our study is not in 
total agreement with Svedstedt’s claim that in monologue SPO 
oeclis walheatirequencycof 4404 and (SOP e304, Sime. ae eall. though 
we cannot compare his’ percentages with our rankings, SOP 
appears to have a rather high percentage. His final variable 
of emphatic and contrastive stress was not tested in this 
study. 

The results of this experiment point out that the only 
variable that affects standard word order choice is that of 
the character of S, i.e., pronominal subjects combined with 
DEOwnOn| Mal) Obyectseearesidistaunct stromaanominal. Ginyethis 
limited way our study concurs with that of Svedstedt’s. 

Svedstedt set out to examine the theory that a pronoun 
object would stand in front of the predicate with greater 
frequency than a noun object across the four variables 
mentioned above, and under’ the assumption that a pronoun 
object becomes enclitic (i.e., relative stress contour) to 
give focus to the NEW subject. In his conclusion he also 


stresses the importance of the four variables in explaining 


tte <! toleseiqee to Sham te ir Lk a al 
in wb aw ccs Gulla aidd ct tiraveles qiieiae 
eft Gud. “Suge? elt Ora: au decncar rrp Poe. 
eh jot @¢: NERA.) Te or ee ar at iatwuel ® In oo 
C8? suntoriom nr Jad wtgia 2 Ae abeo' Alte teemeespe (aio: 
youwt te s t Bef T0e orm JO ict “(arsbee tt a At hw 2S 
2’. cenjate! dum Abts eegeiiea {sa 7 / eTeteES towed 
eiter2ev Cant? @Ih -egataseum rol votes & ever oF atssage 
stn! sh Gorge? ‘ev sGeasertt@ ov {eres econ 2° Devine joy 


~? OO =ci} esis ata rivé Ls oF Saar data 4 palg. bi prlakeary ai : 


On) carl @! eact> wih’) btow biaeebis afostts rosea 
ate Solawas a) 28rdee i onriecywats s.? 2 *y toema {eis wae, - 
ain? larrton get « taehrark eke sineiide Lani oersreey = 
% the eleaw co ‘gz Rips inte hie we gam cotiniT Soe _ 
reaming. 5 of ¢Tome mY ure, of Mu ne ead a 7 
‘etgerig Atin etduitean @il. i regen), \micts : Oiaae Icet. 
asi¢gbhises tut aft Sits) Dekae are saahd an 
cxsests @)'s9! Sefigmees atl wae Dye oe ' nen 
ei } wolrco neers arb talén ay 4000 t2ap)e toy 
sie at vias! ints enyt Pls, ae a 
Miintetges ma? etsdinahaies 


- 


74 


the positioning frequencies of the objective pronoun in SOP 
and SPO sentence structures. 

As in Bivon'’s experimental study, Svedstedt’s data are 
difficult to assess in their entirety in comparison to the 
data here since he also did only a textual analysis. It is 
likely that the presence of different variables and 
different controls in the analyses surveyed above accounts 
for the disparity in results when compared to our data. The 
current experiment removed most interfering factors while 
the textual analysis of Svedstedt’s did not, an example 
being that while we had simple isolated SVO = structures, 
Svedstedt lifted many of his’ from within comp lex clause 
structures. As a result we cannot make a direct comparison 
with his data. 

The final scholar reviewed earlier was I[. Thompson 
(1977) who stated that information in Russian sentences 
proceeded from GIVEN to NEW. We have previously discounted 
this claim and so as not to become repetitious will only 
assert that the present study does not uphold the GIVEN-NEW 
flow of information as a prevalent factor in constituent 
ordering. Thompson also noted the importance of providing a 
context for any word-order studies of Russian which was 
further supported in this work. 

In conclusion, it becomes evident that the results of 
this study contest much of what has been asserted by _ the 
scholarly works reviewed in Chapter Two. This indicates the 


need for further and more extensive research in examining 
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word order in Russian, with careful attention given to 
Controuldingemcontextetypess |) igenmn eliminatanoeal | spotent ial 
interference in context and response sentences, and 
extending research beyond the confines of textual counts and 


analyses. 


DeaConciusion 

The salient conclusion emerging from this study is that 
auhierarchysof @strateqres) Visthfunctioningsasinexword order 
choncene sWwOaets tandardy wordseorden )g@hise?l thewemayjorsfacitor 
COverninOmthemresponsesayol BSmosteesubycotsiminigalmosts vain 
contexts with interaction on aéesecondary level by the 
GIVEN-NEW constituent ordering strategy. A clear distinction 
in the applicability of the SWOQ and GN strategies was 
established on the basis of preferred versus unacceptable 
responses to the various context types. SWO, as repeatedly 
mentioned above, is the dominant hypothesis in the former 
case, while GN functions most vigorously in disallowing 
certain structures. In the two context types where the 
ALBHORULEY wCOtM canonica lems \Gmsorderingemas Ovennuded?iien in 
danger of encroachment), namely C5 and C7, convincing 
justification for . the Relative Stress Hypothesis surfaces. 
Obviously the peculiarities of pronoun placement override 
canonical word order’ in a more compelling manner than can 
GIVEN-NEW ordering in these contexts. According to the data 
obtainedie pronouns*sdresidistinguishable fromenouns tnrboth 


object and subject placement. 
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Consequently, this study arrives at a different 
conclusion than virtually all scholars referenced in Chapter 
Two. The ANOVA indicated the vital importance of context to 
sentence type, yet the previous claims stated that canonical 
word order was undisputed only in the absence of context. 
The current experiment claims that canonical word order is 
the governing order not only in the absence of context, but 
in the presence of six varying contextual conditions. The 
SWO hypothesis overruled all other hypotheses, except where 
pronouns stood as both subject and object. Even with a NEW 
subject, which should have shifted from initial position 
according to the GN hypothesis, SWO superceded GIVEN-NEW. 
Keconc ing Wevo "Fal Wiathe Shoe e@eadherents wieword order and 
communicative function operate in harmony or conflict, and 
when they do conflict communicative function (here the GN 
strategy) prevails. The contention from the findings of the 
experiments described here is quite the opposite: where 
canonical] word order and communicative function make 
conflicting claims about preferred word order in Russian, 
canonical word order is the dominant force. Is immobility in 


word order penetrating the Russian language? 


E. Future Considerations 

In conducting this experimental study the author noted 
some shortcomings within the experiment itself and also some 
points necessary to comment on with regard to further 


research. 
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First, there was a shortage of subjects and as a result 
it was difficult to judge whether or not different strategy 
groups were forming among the subjects. The aberrations in 
the responses indicate the possibility of the formation of a 
group or groups which deviate from the norm. A_ substantial 
increase sin Pithe “numberveof! subjects wouldiPeclarify’ ithe 
behaviour pattern developing in the exceptions. 

In designing the experiment we were aware of possible 
interfering factors such as adverbs, verb types, etc. Thus 
the response sentences were strictly controlled in that much 
possible interference was eliminated in_- them. Further 
control is suggested in two areas: 1) developing the context 
Fuddyorsinces individual’ lexical aitems) jmight? Sinteract®> ’with 
context, and so that there is no question in the minds of 
the subjects that the response sentences are generated by 
the given context (some subjects had difficulty in certain 
instances relating the response sentences to the preceding 
convexti-@ 2) Scontrolinlingstthes subjectsos inateterms woimages 
education, social status and dialect to establish 
homogeneous groups. 

In addition, the author suggests that the setting for 
future experiments remains the same as the uncontrolled 
setting used in this experiment, which ensured true 
spontaneity in responses by the subjects. 

For future experiments of this type another important 
consideration to be baken mi nto Baccounth TSstethat wor 
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in expressing the communicative function of sentences. This 
experiment did not control for intonation since it was 
decided that it was beyond the scope of the present study. 

A final word should be said about the comparability of 
the experimental study conducted here and some of the other 
statistical results surveyed in the literature. It was 
mentioned at the conclusion of Chapter Two that because of 
the nature of our ranking task and the way subjects 
performed this task, it became impossible to distinguish 
between written and oral Russian (subjects were vocalizing 
their responses when ranking them). Svedstedt claimed to 
have found substantial differences in two equivalent modes 
of expression for subject nouns and object pronouns (SVO_ - 
70% in monologue, SOV - 72% in dialogue), whereas the 
current experiment showed SVO slightly better than SOV 
(Context Be although both were quite acceptable. 
Svedstedt’s statistics, however, are equally misleading, 
since his distinction between monologue and dialogue is 
based solely on textual] evidence, ji.e., all his data are 
drawn from written sources. Clearly much more sophisticated 
experiments must be designed to test the claim that such 
differences really exist. The same can be said for our 
experiment’s failure to test for the distinction between 
"production" and "comprehension" or "evaluation". In a sense 
we provided a hybrid type of experiment, where the stimulus 
context was read and "comprehended", while the response was 


both comprehended and produced. Again this was beyond the 
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scope of our study and must be taken as a note of caution in 
overinterpreting the results presented here, as well as a 


suggestion for consideration in future experimentation. 
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Valgina, N. S$. Sintaksis sovremennogo russkogo Jjazyka. 
Moskva: VysSaja $kola, 1973. 


Vinceler, O. Porjadok slov i konteKst v_russkom jazyke. 


Revue Roumaine de Linguistique: Bucarest, 1977, 22, 
489-492. 
Vetorek, De Relevantnaja funkcija  porjadka siov _v 


sovremennom russkom jazyke. Warszawa-Wroclaw: Panstwowe 
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ZOlOtLOVay Guan ROI REMY VeOrganizacii 1 t1pologii texsta: 
Sintaksis teksta. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Nauka, 1979, 
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KEY TO APPENDIX A 


: § = NEW (N), O = NEW (N) 


Sentence Numbers: 1, 7, 14, 


Scene we (nieeO eeciVENeati Na 
Sentence Numbers: 2, 9, 22, 


= GIVEN (N}, O = NEW (N) 


SeMtenGeas VuUMpe iS cers see Oey eed oi 


SeeeGIVEN WNiehOsenGiVEN AN 


Sentence Numbers: 5, 12, 19, 


Se WEW AN ee 


GIVEN (Pr! 


Sentence Numbers: 4, i1, 25, 


SeGIVEN WRr?, UO = NEW UN) 


} 


sentence Numbers’) 6,5 255 24) 517 


See GLVEN Vere b= GLVEN 
Sentence Numbers: &, 15 
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APPENDIX A 


Instructions 

First, choose the best sentence from the right hand 
column to match the context given in the left hand column 
and mark it 1. 

Next, choose the worst sentence and mark it 6. 

Mark the remaining sentences (in the right hand column) 
from 2 to 5, depending on their suitability to the context 
(in the left hand column). 

If you think some of the sentences have equa | 
suitability or nonsuitability, assign them the same number. 


No consultation between subjects. 
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Sgn 


7. 


MHCOTPYHUHA: 


Cnepaa sbidepute npeganoweHHe 43 NpasOKw HKONOHHH, HTCG6bI 
OHO NyYWe BCera MOAxogHNO HK HOHTBHCTY, GaHHOMy B NeBOH 
HOMOHKE H OCOO3SHAaYbTH ero UHoOpoH 1. 3aTem sbioeputTe xyguee 


MPO ONOMeHKe H O603Ha4bTE YHOpNOH 6. 


O603HAaY4bTE OCTEBWHECA NPeEQNOHWeHHA (8B NDABOH HONOHHE) 
UkKogpamu oT 2 fO 5 B BABHCHMOCTH OT TOFO, HAK OHH NOQXODAT 
H HOHTeEHCTY (QaHHOMY B ABBOK HONOHHe). Ecnu BaM HAaWSTCA, 
4YTO €CTb NPPANOHBHHA, HOTOPbIe OQHHAHOBO NOAXOMAT HNK He 


NOGXOQAT HK HOHTBHCTY, OGOSHAYbTE HX ODHOK WH TOM He UHobpoOH 


Nowkanyucta, He COBeTYH4Tecb gApyr c gApyronm. 


85 


cate 


atgie ,umchea 
Aca @ (Er 
oF hy> ern tec 


iegeuGsce Sigbar 2 <e 


‘Wea ect Wee ,€508 Te - ; 


seteeke 6 ss +i emcees 1,008 phen 7 “ 
; , : 4S ‘ 
on nite seQneren Cae Peers *y al 
2» @SIerne er = a -30n8 a j dvandune a% res od ho be 


| ro oe tan oe thgyaaes ev “a rary on 
7 : » - 


dies 


2h 


3. 


4, 


Moesq nprHexan v3 JieHHHrpaga. 
Tonna cTorna Ha neppoue. 


Mpodeccop yHuTaet nex. 


VBaH Nphwen gOMoHn no3sgHo 
BEYSPOM MbAHbIM, 


B yHuBepMare A yenoen 
HpacHeyd :oOHy. 


Mawa scTpeTHna VeaHa. 
Mawa WaaHa scTpeTHna. 
MBpaHa Mawa sctTpetTHne. 
Betpetuna VsaHa Mawa. 
MBaHa acTpetnna Mawa. 


BeTpeTina Mawa HeaHa. 


JI@kyno cAywanw CTYGeHTH. 
CTYMeHTS! ABHUHO Cnywanu. 
CaywanW NASKUHO CTYMJEHTHI. 
Cnywanid CTYABHTb! NABHUHA. 
JIBHUMO CTYMQeHTb! CAyWwanH. 


CrydgeHTbl cnywanu neHuHid. 


flo6un Hea HeHY. 
MB@H NOON WeHy. 
floSun wWeHy MeaH. 
HeHy VMBaH noon. 
WBpaH HeHy Moon. 


HeHy no6un MBaH. 


Hyniine HeHa Be. 
HeHa HYNHNAa Be. 
ES weHa HynHWna. 
HeHa Be HYNHNAa. 
Hynuna ee HeHa. 


EG Hymna WeHa. 
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5a6yuwHa cnekla Hannay 2A 
BHYHOB. 


A syepa yeaugen JIMay Ha 
yanue. 


JieTOM &CTb MHOrO pasoTsi. 
Mana HocuT ceHo. Mama 
paéoTaeT B oropoge. 


Y Buxtopa oTreu HW MaTb 
cTapble. 


a) 
b) 
c) 
a) 
e) 
f) 


(@) 


ayy aT 
SN Se Nee 


Hh © 
— 


a) 
b) 
Cc) 
d) 
e) 
f) 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
£) 


Hanay COHDaNW BHYHH. 
BHYHH Hanay COHPAayIM. 
Companuw BHYHH HaNay. 
Hanay BHYHH COMpAasin. 
Conpank Haney BHYHH. 


BHYHH cCOxHpanw Haney. 


OHa MOKYNana OBOWH. 
OHa OBOWH MOoHynNana. 
Osowvw OHA MOHKyNaNa. 
OpoiwW moOHKynana OHa. 
Moxynané CHa OBOUH. 


Moxynana oBowH OHa. 


Arodbl QeTH coEupadtT. 
Aetu srofs! cosupanr. 
Co6upaoT Arogb! geTH. 
Arogb co6upadT getu. 
fetu cofupaot arog. 


CoGupaoT QeTH ArODb. 


Jto6uT WX OH. 
OH NO6HT UX. 
JOGUT OH HX. 
Mx OH NOOHT. 
Vx nio6GHT OH. 


OH ux NO6uT. 
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9. Moi Bolum Ha yAHuy npory- 
TATbCR. Boe Hacnakganvce 
NpHpogon. 


10. Maprvn Hanoeno BeYyHO paso- 
TaTb Hag QOHNagom. 


11. BonogaA cHOBa NOABHICA B 
MocKse. 


12. AHA cnewHna MbITb nocyazy. 
5b MHOrTO YaWeH WH CTAHAHOB. 


b) 


Jio6una npupogy Jlapuca. 
Mpupogny Jlapuca no6una. 
Japrca npupogy mo6una. 
Jo6una Jlapuca npupogy. 
Jlapuca no6una npripony. 


Npupogy ny6una Jlapucea. 


Youna Mapurn npodeccopa. 
Mpodeccopa youna Mapua. 
Mapua mpodeccopa yéuna. 
Mpodeccopa Mapur yuna. 
Mapua y6rna npobeccopa. 


Yéuna npogeccopa Mapua. 


CeHHR BCTPeETHNAa ero. 
HoeHHuaA ero BcTpeTHNa. 
Ero sctpetuna Hceuur. 
Ero HosHHA BCTpeTHNAa. 
Betpetuna ero Hcedur. 


Botpethsia HoeduA ero. 


Paséuna AHA YawHy. 
AHA pasOuna YauHy. 
YawHy pasouna AHA. 
PasGuna YawHy AHA. 
AHA YaUHY pasOhNa. 


Yaury AHA pasouna. 
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13. Manbuvku xoTenn gpaTEcA 
MOCNe WHONbI. 


14. Mb npHexanu gomonw nocne 
UBDHBH. 


15. Yuutenb Bowen 8 HNACC H 
NONOHHN CBOHK TeTPagh Ha 
CTO. 


16. VrpyWHH SbInH PaCKhDaHHb! 
no nony. 


Mo6unnw Baca OHH. 
Baca no6unn OHH. 
OHH no6unH Bacio. 
Bacio OHM nNOG6unH. 
Mo6unu oxnW Bac. 


Ouw Bacio nobunr., 


O6eog Mama mpuroTosHna. 
Mpvrotosnuna mama ofeg. 
Mama npurotosuna obeg. 
MpurotosHina o6eg mama. 
Mama o6e€0 mprrotosHna. 


O6en npHroTosuna Mama. 


QOH OTHDbIN Ux. 
OTHPbU] HX OH. 
Ux OTHPbII OH. 
OTHPbIN OH HX. 
OH HX OTHDbIN. 


Mx GOH OTHPbI, 


Hy6HKH Mane coopan. 
Co6pan MaNb4YHH KYOHHH. 
Cofipan KY6HHH Manb4HH. 
Hy64HH COSpal ManbyHh. 
Manb4nwk cobpan Hy6HHhn. 


Manb4hK KYSHHH coopan. 
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17. OnvA nowna B mMarasHH. 


18. BayA segeT nepenicHy 
c Mawen. 


19. Axgpew 6anoBaHHbIh MaNb4HH. 
OH MOCTORHHO ApasHuT Mawy. 


20. A xogun Bs nec c nanou, 
WH Mbl HalWwnK CpHOol. 


Ona KyYnHNa UBeTE. 
Hynina Ona useTo. 
Lipset! Ona Hynnna. 
Hymna Uspete! Ona. 
Upetbt Hynuna Ona. 


OnA UBeTH KYNHNAa. 


E& on no6utT. 
OH mo6uT ee. 
Jie6uT OH ee. 
OH ee noGHT. 
Jio6uT ee OH. 


E8 mO6HT OH. 


AHgper Mava ygapirna. 
Yoaapuna Mawa Avoper. 
Maua yQapuna AHgpeR. 
AHgper yfoapHna Mawa. 
Yoapnnea Axyaper Mawa. 


Mawa AHgpeRA yaapnna. 


Mx mb! cooOpann. 
Mbl co6pann ux. 
Wx cospanh mb. 
Cospank ux Mb. 
Mbl “ux coepann. 


Cu6pank Mb UX. 
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FoctH BOpyr Hayanw HDpHYaTh. 
MogHAncA 6onbwoK Wwym. 


Mama npurotosuna o6eg. 


HupHnn vrpaet B HapTb! Hu 
MeYTaeT NONYYHTb MHOrO 
Qeder, He padootan. 


Odnyep n06KWN HKpAacHBO 
OQeBATECA. 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
ey) 


£) 


a) 
b) 
a) 
d) 
e) 
is) 


Gpaxy yBugena xo3RHHa. 
Xo3AKHA yeHgena gpany. 
Yeugena xo3AKvHa gpaHy. 
XO3AMHa OPaxy yengena. 
fpaxky xo3AvHa yengena. 


Yeugena Qpaxy xo3AHHa. 


O6eg geTH chen. 
fetH cpenuw o6eg. 
Coen getu o6eg. 
fetW o6ef chen. 
O6eQ chen geTH. 


Coen o6en getu. 


Hupunn gedbrK sbinr-pan. 
AeHerh HKupunn Bbinrpan. 
Boi“-pan Hupynn gedbru. 
HupHAn BbI4-pan QeHbmH. 
fexbri sbivrpan HupHnn. 


Boiurpan gedbruw Hupnan. 


Canori OH noYyHCTHN. 
OH canorH noynctTHn. 
MoyuuctHn OH canoru. 
Canoruw MOYHCTHN OH. 
OH nOoYHCTHA Canon. 


Moyuctun canoru oH. 
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25. <<lloxanyucoTa, BOSbMHTe 
ieHbrn. >> 


26. [lo paguo mepefaBanu HKNaccH- 
YeCHY!II MYSbIHy. 


27. 30e8Cb OYLHb WYMHO WH A HE 
mMory CnaTb. 


28. fip4b y6pana Bce co cTona. 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 


a) 
b) 
cD) 
d) 
e) 
=) 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 


=) 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 


ve, 


OdHUHGHT BSAN Hx. 
Mx B3AN OOHUHAHT. 
OduuvaHT HX B3AN. 
B3SAN OOMUHAHT HX. 
Ux OdvuUHAHT B3SAN. 


B3AN HX OPHUHAHT. 


Cnywane TaHaA MYS3bIHYy. 
MyabiHy cnywana TaHsA. 
TaHR mySbiKy Cnywana. 
TaHA cnywana MYySbIHy. 
MysbiHy TaHA cnywana. 


Cnywana myabiky TaHA. 


Pas6yQunH M8HA OeTH. 
Pas6ygunu OeTH MeHA. 
fietTH MeHA pastygnnr. 
MeHA pas6yaunn DeTH. 
fetH pas6yQunhw MeHA. 


MeHR 28TH pasty gunn. 


Joy’ nocyay nompina. 
Mocyay nomMbina gOub. 
foyub nombina nocyazy. 
Nombina gov’ nocyzy. 
Mocyay gob nompia. 


Mombina mocygay goyb. 
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29. A mowna B HHHO Cc TOGOH u 


AONMKHaA OblNa CaMa HYNHTb 
6uNnetol. 


30. Sbina cpaghfa. Ha cTane 
CTOANaA BODHa. 


31. MateprH xHanoeno 4HTaTb. 


32. Cawa o4eHb TanaHT Annee 
XYDOHHHH. 


a) 


b) 


c) 
d) 
e) 


=) 


a) 
b) 
e} 
d) 
e) 


f£) 


a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
fa) 


a) 
b) 
c) 
da) 
e) 
i) 


Tbl O649en MeHA. 
O6ugen Th! MeHA. 
Tb! MeHA OOHneN. 
MeHA Tb! O6nugen. 
MeHA o6ugen Toi. 


O6Hoe MeHA THI. 


Bainvina Mawa sogxy. 
Mawa BbInWNaA BODHY. 
Bainuna sogKy Mawe. 
Mawa BOQHY Bbinnna. 
BogHy Mawua sbinvna. 


Boaxy sbinuna Mawa. 


OHa raseTy sbi6pocHna. 
Ova sbi6pocHna rasety. 
Buiépochna rasety ona. 
Fasety sBsi6pocuna ouve. 
Bui6pochna OHa raseTy. 


[asety OHA BbIOpocHna. 


Hapucosan Cawa HapTHHy. 
Caua HapHCOBaN HKapTHHy. 
HapTHHy HapHcosan Cauwa. 
Caua HAapTHHY Hapucosan. 
Hapucospan HapTHHy Cawa. 


HaptuHy Cawa HapHcosan. 
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33. B MoHpeane Hac mMana He- a) TIpHHAN aspogpom Hac. 
MPHATHOCTS: Oba rposa. 
JIBTYHH HE 3HAN CMOHET AH 
CamMoneT cecTs. c) Hac npHHAN asponpom. 


b) Aspogpom npuHAN Hac. 


d) MpHHAn Hac aspogpom. 
e) Hac aspogpom npHHaAn. 


f) Aspogpom Hac NpHHAN. 


34. Bopnc BenwKHH mucaTeNb. a) Bopre HaneyaTan poMaH. 
OH NHUeT H POMAHb! H - 
b) PomaH HaneYyatTan Sopuc. 
PaccHa3bl. 
c) Haneyatan pomay 5opuc. 
d) 5opue pomaH Haneyatan. 
e) PomaH Sopvce Haneyatan. 
f) Haneyatan 5o0puc poman. 
35. Mb co6upaemca OT gbIxaTb a) Mbl SakasaNH OHseTH. 


3THM NeTOM Ha Bosire. 
b) 3aHasanv Mb! 6HNeTH. 


c) BHAeTb Mbl SaHasann. 
ad) Me 6uneTeh 3aHasann. 
e) BaHasanv SHneTE Mb. 


£) Suneth 3axasanv Mb. 
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